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House of Representatives 
MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the 
order of the House of January 6, 2009, 
the Chair will now recognize Members 
from lists submitted by the majority 
and minority leaders for morning-hour 
debate. 

f 

THE COMING FINANCIAL STORM: 
BIPARTISAN SOLUTIONS HAVE 
NEVER BEEN MORE URGENT 
The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes 

the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
WOLF) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WOLF. Madam Speaker, I know 
it sometimes takes a crisis to move 
Congress to action. We are in financial 
crisis mode today, and while there 
never is a convenient time to make 
hard decisions, the longer we wait, the 
more dramatic the required remedy 
will be. 

Americans everywhere understand 
that we are in trouble. When you wrap 
your head around the following facts 
and figures, it’s stomach-turning that 
things have gotten this bad—over $56 
trillion in unfunded obligation through 
Social Security, Medicare, and Med-
icaid; the national debt nearing $11 
trillion; and China, which violates 
human rights and has Catholic priests 
and evangelical pastors in jail, and has 
plundered Tibet, now holds the paper 
on 1 out of every 10 American dollars. 

David Walker, former U.S. Comp-
troller General of the Government Ac-
countability Office, has said that the 
sum of these statistics equals storm off 
our coast that is strong enough to 
‘‘swamp our ship of State.’’ 

The narrative that accompanies the 
staggering statistics, I believe, is even 
more compelling. Entitlement spend-
ing is squeezing the life out of every 
discretionary dollar this committee ap-
propriates: Math and science initia-
tives, so that our children receive the 
education that will enable them to 
compete in the global economy; med-

ical research initiatives that will help 
us find the cure for cancer, autism, and 
Alzheimer’s; infrastructure projects to 
build safe roads and bridges. All are at 
risk if Congress continues to keep its 
head in the sand while the financial 
tsunami moves closer to shore. 

In recent weeks, the Congressional 
Budget Office has projected that the 
Federal budget deficit will balloon to 
$1.2 trillion this fiscal year alone. That 
doesn’t include the $800 billion eco-
nomic stimulus package recently 
passed by the House, a package which I 
believe represents a missed oppor-
tunity for Congress to address the Na-
tion’s financial future in a truly bipar-
tisan manner. 

Congressman COOPER and I have been 
speaking out about the dangers of run-
away spending and the need for law-
makers to come together to tackle this 
issue. We joined together to introduce 
bipartisan legislation in the last Con-
gress to create a commission to review 
Federal spending, with everything—en-
titlement and tax policy—on the table. 

The SAFE Commission, short for Se-
curing America’s Future Economy, will 
look beyond the Beltway for solutions, 
holding at least 12 town meetings, one 
in each of the Federal Reserve dis-
tricts, over a span of 12 months, in 
order to hear directly from the Amer-
ican people. After having a super-
majority of the commission’s members 
in agreement on the package of rec-
ommendations, the House would vote 
up or down on the commission’s rec-
ommendations. Modeled after the Base 
Closing Commission process, Congress 
would be forced to act. 

I offered the SAFE Commission as an 
amendment to the House-passed stim-
ulus when it came through the Appro-
priations Committee and, because it 
failed more in the process rather than 
the substance, I also submitted it to 
the Rules Committee, the ability to 
offer the amendment, and I was dis-
appointed that the Rules Committee 

denied full debate on this measure, 
which is a bipartisan measure which 
would have given every single Member 
of the House who understands the dan-
gers of runaway entitlement spending 
the chance to be on the record on this 
issue. 

You may ask why Congress would 
need a commission with teeth to de-
liver its responsibilities. Quite frankly, 
I worry that the Congress is not up to 
the job, and we will allow our children 
and our grandchildren to languish in a 
political divide. The SAFE Commission 
process gives us the necessary push to 
get the job done. 

One of the most compelling state-
ments I have read about our current 
state of affairs comes from an unlikely 
source. Richard Fisher, President of 
the Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas, 
has called our situation ‘‘cata-
strophic,’’ noting that, ‘‘doing deficit 
math is always a sobering exercise.’’ 
He said, ‘‘It becomes an outright pain-
ful one when you apply your calculator 
to the long-run fiscal challenge posed 
by entitlement programs.’’ 

It’s out of the ordinary for the Fed-
eral Reserve to publicly express an 
opinion on fiscal policy matters, but 
these are not ordinary times. 

In closing, make no mistake. This 
could well be the hardest economic 
issue our Nation will ever be faced 
with. But we cannot afford to wait to 
act. The futures of our children and our 
grandchildren hang in the balance. 
This is an economic, it is a moral, and 
a generational issue, and I believe Con-
gress, this Congress has the ability to 
come together and do what the Amer-
ican people want us to do. If we do not 
do it, if we do not do it, history will 
judge the 111th Congress in a very 
harsh manner. 
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ECONOMIC STIMULUS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. ED-
WARDS of Maryland). The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
BOEHNER). 

Mr. BOEHNER. Madam Speaker, 
President Obama said from the outset 
that we need a bipartisan plan that 
creates jobs first and foremost. House 
Republicans are prepared to work with 
our new President on a plan that does 
just that. Why? Because Americans are 
looking for real solutions to the legiti-
mate economic problems facing fami-
lies and small businesses around our 
country. 

Americans like Dan, a constituent of 
mine, who worked for 30 years for a 
company in my district. He was laid off 
last month when his company 
downsized. His wife e-mailed me re-
cently saying, and I will quote, ‘‘We 
struggle, but we manage to pay our 
mortgage, not spend more than we 
have, and we have learned to cut back. 
Please stop the insanity of more tax-
payers’ money going out in the ‘stim-
ulus’ handouts.’’ 

This is the first time that this couple 
has contacted my office. They didn’t 
contact me because of the burdens they 
are facing. They contacted me because 
of the burdens this trillion dollar-plan 
will place on future generations. This 
couple has two college-age sons, both 
who were aspiring to have advanced de-
grees. In addition to the debt they will 
incur for their education, she’s very 
concerned about the debt their sons 
will have to shoulder as a result of our 
actions. 

Madam Speaker, there are men and 
women like this couple all across our 
country who deserve better than this $1 
trillion handout. It creates too few 
jobs, piles too much debt on our chil-
dren and grandchildren, and includes 
too much wasteful spending. 

In short, I don’t believe that it meets 
President Obama’s standard, a stand-
ard where he wants to preserve and cre-
ate new jobs in America, as do Repub-
licans here in this Congress. 

My colleagues and I, I think, are of-
fering a better solution—an economic 
recovery plan that will create twice as 
many jobs as the plan proposed by the 
House Democrats last week, in half the 
time and at half the cost. This fast-act-
ing tax relief lets families, small busi-
nesses, homebuyers, and job seekers 
keep more of what they earn and, in 
fact, does create twice as many jobs. 

After Wednesday’s vote, President 
Obama said, ‘‘I hope that we can con-
tinue to strengthen this plan before it 
gets to my desk.’’ Well, on behalf of the 
couple that contacted me in my dis-
trict, and millions of other Americans, 
let’s hope that the Senate can do a bet-
ter job and, when we get to conference, 
have a bill that really will help Amer-
ican families and small businesses cre-
ate new jobs in America and heal our 
ailing economy. 

A REPUBLICAN ALTERNATIVE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Indiana (Mr. PENCE) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PENCE. Our Nation is in a reces-
sion, and millions of Americans are 
hurting. Many have lost their jobs. 
Many more millions worry that they 
will be next. It is absolutely right that 
our new President and this Congress 
take decisive action to stimulate this 
economy. But the legislation brought 
to the floor last week and the legisla-
tion being considered on the Senate 
floor this week in the form of the Dem-
ocrat stimulus bill is not the answer. 

Last week, House Republicans unani-
mously rejected the so-called stimulus 
bill that was brought to the floor by 
Democratic leadership, and we urge our 
Senate colleagues to do likewise. 
House Republicans unanimously op-
posed the Democrat spending bill for a 
variety of reasons. But, among them 
first, the bill that Democrats brought 
to the House was not about stimulating 
this economy, but more about stimu-
lating government and debt. 

It included wasteful government 
spending that has nothing to do with 
creating jobs. As I asked on this floor 
last week, what does $50 million to the 
National Endowment for the Arts have 
to do with creating jobs in Indiana? 
What is $400 million for climate change 
research going to do to move people 
from the unemployment line to the 
factory line? 

In legislation before the Senate this 
week, $20 million for the removal of 
small- to medium-sized fish passage 
barriers; or $25 million to rehabilitate 
off-roading trails for ATVs is not going 
to put this economy back on track. 
And it was exactly that kind of waste-
ful government spending that resulted 
in unanimous Republican opposition 
last week. 

Well, the average American is start-
ing to catch on. We are starting to see 
support for this so-called stimulus bill 
eroding around the country. And lead-
ing economists are catching on as well. 
As the Republican leader just said mo-
ments ago, we opposed this bill unani-
mously, not just for what was in it, but 
for what wasn’t in it. 

The Republicans have what we be-
lieve to be and what history proves is a 
better solution to get this economy 
moving again. Republicans proposed a 
broad range of fast-acting tax relief 
proposals that would bring immediate 
relief to working families and small 
businesses, giving the American people 
and American families more of their 
hard-earned dollars to get this econ-
omy moving again. 

The bill that House Democrats 
brought to the floor last week was not 
then about stimulating the economy. 
Under the guise of stimulus, House 
Democrats brought a partisan bill to 
the floor. It was really more of a wish 
list of longstanding liberal priorities 
that have little to do with putting our 
economy back on its feet. 

Now, having originally promised that 
a stimulus bill would be temporary and 

targeted, House Democrats brought to 
the floor this week, and the Senate is 
considering now, legislation that is 
more about, as the Speaker said, and I 
quote her with great respect, ‘‘taking 
America in a new direction.’’ 

Well, respectfully, Madam Speaker, I 
thought what we were doing was trying 
to pass a temporary stimulus bill that 
would create jobs, not reorder all the 
priorities of the Federal Government 
along liberal Democratic lines. 

The truth be told, not only are the 
American people catching on about 
this bill, but many leading economists 
are. Some 300 economists recently pub-
lished a full-page newspaper advertise-
ment opposing this bill. Conservative 
economist Martin Feldstein, who last 
year declared his support for a fiscal 
stimulus bill, came out late last week 
describing the legislation that came 
before the House as ‘‘an $800 billion 
mistake.’’ 

Feldstein wrote, I believe in the 
Washington Post, ‘‘The problem with 
the current stimulus bill is not that it 
is too big, but that it delivers too little 
extra employment and income for such 
a large fiscal deficit. It is worth taking 
the time to get it right.’’ 

House Republicans, leading econo-
mists, and average Americans are op-
posing this so-called stimulus bill for 
one reason, and one reason only. It 
won’t work. And it’s a disservice to 
taxpayers. 

More big government spending on a 
liberal wish list of programs won’t cure 
what ails the American economy. And 
House Republicans do have a better so-
lution—fast-acting tax relief for work-
ing families and small businesses. And, 
according to analysis and economic 
models used by President Obama’s own 
economic advisors, when those models 
are applied to our plan, the results are 
clear—not the 2 million to 3 million 
jobs that the Democrat plan boasts 
that it will create in the next several 
years. Rather, 6 million jobs would be 
created under the Republican proposal, 
at half the cost. Twice the number of 
jobs at half the cost. 

Better solutions. Let’s put politics 
aside and do what is best for the Amer-
ican people. 

f 

STIMULATING THE NATIONAL 
DEBT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
North Carolina (Ms. FOXX) for 5 min-
utes. 

Ms. FOXX. Thank you, Madam 
Speaker. 

I want to thank my colleagues for 
the great information that they have 
shared today and how they have laid 
out the issue that we’re dealing with, 
but I want to add some more to that. 

Yesterday, the Treasury Department 
announced that it will need to borrow 
$493 billion in the first 3 months of 
2009, the highest amount ever borrowed 
in the first quarter. This is on top of 
the record debt racked up in the last 
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quarter of 2008—$569 billion. It is im-
portant to emphasize here that the 
only money the Federal Government 
has is that which it takes from tax-
paying citizens or borrows from foreign 
countries. We have never in the history 
of our Nation taken on this much debt 
this quickly. For those keeping track 
at home, that’s $1.062 trillion in 6 
months. Did I mention that this is 
more than $1 trillion in new debt in a 
mere 6 months does not include the so- 
called ‘‘stimulus’’ plan, which now 
costs $900 billion? Folks, the Federal 
Government is broke. Every single dol-
lar of new spending is added to our na-
tional debt. And how do we pay back 
this debt? That’s easy. New taxes. 
Higher taxes. 

In the meantime, we keep hearing 
how this borrow-and-spend stimulus 
plan is going to quickly create jobs. 
How does upgrading the Department of 
Agriculture’s computers create jobs 
quickly? Or $650 million for DTV cou-
pons, or a billion for Census follow-up 
in 2010 or $7 billion for a GSA fund that 
is already running a surplus? 

Well, this kind of spending doesn’t 
create jobs. It creates debt. It has no 
business in legislation billed as ‘‘job 
creating.’’ Some of this spending may 
actually have merit, but it belongs in 
the budget process, not tacked onto a 
must-pass bill because it couldn’t stand 
a chance in the actual budget. 

This kind of back-room deal-making 
and wasteful spending is just the kind 
of Washington business-as-usual that 
Americans are tired of. If we are going 
to have an economic recovery package, 
let’s do it right. 

Despite our colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle saying we do not have 
a plan, Republicans have proposed a 
package of tax relief and unemploy-
ment assistance that will create twice 
the jobs at half the cost. Let me repeat 
that. The Republican proposal creates 
twice the jobs at half the cost. And the 
GOP plan addresses the underlying 
cause of our economic distress in the 
U.S. housing market. 

I want to thank my colleague from 
Virginia, ERIC CANTOR, for helping to 
spearhead this plan and for setting up 
a helpful Web site that discusses the 
Republican economic recovery plan at 
republicanwhip.house.gov. This plan 
will help small businesses start hiring 
and will get the housing market mov-
ing again. And it acknowledges that 
every dollar the government borrows 
today must be paid back by our chil-
dren, grandchildren and great-grand-
children tomorrow. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until 2 
p.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 50 
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until 2 p.m. 

b 1400 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Ms. CLARKE) at 2 p.m. 

f 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P. 
Coughlin, offered the following prayer: 

Lord God, may the gifts of Your 
Presence, unity and peace, inspire aspi-
rations of greatness in the people of 
the United States and in their rep-
resentatives serving here in the 111th 
Congress. 

With a great diversity of back-
grounds and opinions, while facing 
wedge issues that so easily divide peo-
ple, encourage all Americans to work 
hard at understanding complex prob-
lems with depth and clarity of think-
ing. Teach them to be patient and per-
severing in their relationships with 
others, and help them to transcend dif-
ferences by praying for one another. 

Then, both in dialogue and debate, 
develop within Your people better 
skills of listening. I am sure even You, 
Lord, would prefer us to simply say, 
‘‘Speak, Lord, Your servant is listen-
ing,’’ rather than go on and on with our 
complaints and petitions. Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House her approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
BUTTERFIELD) come forward and lead 
the House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. BUTTERFIELD led the Pledge of 
Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

CHILDREN’S HEALTH INSURANCE 

(Mr. BUTTERFIELD asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Madam Speak-
er, this week we have yet another op-
portunity to ensure that every child in 
America has access to health care. And 
during these tough economic times, it 
is even more critical that we move 
quickly and send the Children’s Health 
Insurance Program Reauthorization 
Act to President Obama for his signa-
ture. 

In my State of North Carolina, there 
are about 240,000 children enrolled in 
the program. But we still have an esti-
mated 296,000 children who lack health 
insurance. By passing this bill, Madam 

Speaker, we can reduce that number by 
46 percent. Our children need health in-
surance now. 

I hope you will join me in approving 
this important bill this week when it 
comes to the floor. 

f 

BAILOUT BONUS BANDITS 

(Mr. POE of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, 
more fallout continues from the bail-
out. Congress gave the people’s money 
to AIG last year in the amount of $152 
billion. AIG has decided to spend $400 
million on bonuses for 400 executives. 
That sounds like about $1 million per 
executive to me. 

But they aren’t alone. The Wall 
Street fat cats demanded and received 
$350 billion in bailout money, and gave 
$18 billion to their big-shot executives. 
Do you know that those are the same 
executives that helped get us in this 
current economic mess? It looks like 
they are being rewarded for bad con-
duct. 

But the real problem is the bonus 
money doesn’t belong to AIG or the 
‘‘Wall Street Banking Boys Gang.’’ It’s 
one thing for a free market, private 
company to spend their money any 
way they choose. That’s capitalism. 
But the free enterprise system was al-
tered when those companies started de-
manding and taking taxpayers’ money. 
Most normal citizens who are scraping 
to make ends meet, like the Joe 
Sixpacks in America, don’t like the 
way the bailout bandits are spending 
and wasting their taxpayer money. 

Madam Speaker, when Big Business 
gets in bed with Big Government, in 
the morning, the government mistress 
will tell Big Business how to spend the 
money. 

And that’s just the way it is. 
f 

UNIVERSAL HEALTH CARE 

(Mr. KUCINICH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. KUCINICH. There’s talk now 
that the banks will receive an addi-
tional $1 to $2 trillion in bailout funds. 
That would bring the total amount to 
$2.7 trillion, which equates to about a 
little bit more or less than $9,000 per 
person. I want you to think about that 
in terms of the fact that there are 50 
million Americans without any health 
insurance and another 50 million who 
are underinsured. Health care for the 
American people should be a defining 
purpose of our government. And yet, 
we are giving money to these corpora-
tions and these banks who won’t create 
jobs, who won’t save homes and who 
will hoard the money. 

It’s time that we had a universal 
health care system such as is provided 
in H.R. 676, the bill that I’m cospon-
soring with JOHN CONYERS, that once 
and for all says that the health of the 
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American people is a defining purpose 
of government. 

We have to start thinking about the 
American people. They need a bailout. 
They need to be bailed out of their dif-
ficulties with insurance companies. 
They need to have a job. They need 
pension security. It is time to stand up 
for the people and stop these bailouts. 

f 

THE VETERANS’ HERITAGE 
FIREARMS ACT 

(Mr. REHBERG asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. REHBERG. During World War II 
and the Korean War, veterans serving 
overseas often brought back firearms 
collected on the battlefield. These were 
trophies of their service, not tools for 
criminal activity. And yet, after fight-
ing for the preservation of our freedom, 
a badly written law has made criminals 
out of American heroes. Unless weap-
ons have been registered with the Fed-
eral Government, the veteran, or their 
heir, can be convicted of illegally pos-
sessing the firearm. 

This is an offense of justice. That is 
why I have introduced the Veterans’ 
Heritage Firearms Act, which provides 
a limited amnesty for veterans who 
possess these relics to register their 
firearms without fear of prosecution. 
This amnesty also extends to any law-
ful heirs who inherited these weapons. 

It’s time to stop treating our vet-
erans like criminals. It’s time to start 
treating them like the heroes that they 
are. 

f 

A DREAM TURNS INTO A 
NIGHTMARE 

(Mr. LEE of New York asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. LEE of New York. Madam Speak-
er, last week I received an e-mail from 
a constituent, Lori Adams, who runs 
the Silver Lake Country Market in 
Perry, New York. Her e-mail reads, ‘‘I 
thought owning a business would be a 
dream, but it feels more like a night-
mare. I keep thinking we are gaining 
ground only to slide back. I’ve had to 
make tough choices to stay open. When 
I hear about the stimulus and the bail-
outs for people who made bad choices, 
I feel even more defeated. When is 
Washington going to realize it’s the 
small businesses that are on the front- 
line of this crisis?’’ 

This is an example of the countless 
messages I have received over the past 
weeks from families and small business 
owners struggling to survive and out-
raged by how Washington continues to 
spend their money without restraint. 
For every dollar this so-called ‘‘stim-
ulus’’ devotes to tax relief for small 
businesses, Washington gets to keep $6 
to create new government programs. 

We need a timely, fiscally responsible 
plan that helps small businesses inno-
vate, creates good paying jobs and 
grows the economy for our families, 

not adding to an already bloated Fed-
eral Government. 

f 

LET’S SUPPORT THE AMERICAN 
TAXPAYER 

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. 
Madam Speaker, yesterday I spoke to 
some small business owners in South 
Carolina, including Betty Jackson at 
The Sunset Grill in West Columbia. 
They are concerned with the billions in 
spending some in Congress are pro-
posing. They also know that we need to 
take action and create jobs. I was 
grateful to tell them that big spending 
is not the only solution. There are fis-
cally responsible solutions that put 
more money back into the pockets of 
taxpayers, help American businesses 
create jobs and help boost our housing 
market. 

Congress does not have to choose be-
tween a big spending agenda and no ac-
tion. We can create jobs while holding 
the line on spending. We can help small 
businesses without expanding govern-
ment. 

Our constituents go to work every 
day to make our communities wonder-
ful places to live and to raise families. 
We must not forget, when we talk 
about billions of dollars in spending, 
that this is the taxpayers’ money and 
not the government’s money. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops, 
and we will never forget September the 
11th. 

f 

SENATE COMPOUNDS WASTEFUL 
SPENDING 

(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. FOXX. Madam Speaker, it is im-
portant that we continue to help the 
American people understand what is in 
this so-called ‘‘stimulus bill.’’ The bill 
passed last week, but in addition to 
every Republican voting ‘‘no,’’ there 
were 11 brave Democrats who also 
voted ‘‘no.’’ That has not been told 
much on the news. 

Here are some more facts about how 
the Senate, which is now debating the 
bill, has made this awful bill even 
worse. When the public knows the 
facts, it then can react and tell its 
Members what they should and 
shouldn’t do. The Senate added $88 mil-
lion for ATV trails, park trails, fish 
and wildlife trails and fish passages. 
There is $524 million to create 388 jobs 
in the United States through the State 
Department Capital Investment Fund. 
This equals $1.35 million per job cre-
ated. There is $696 million for the De-
partment of Homeland Security head-
quarters consolidation, $70 million for 
a support computer for climate re-
search, $34 million of renovations at 
the Department of Commerce and $20 
million for IT improvements to the Bu-

reau of Industry and Security. The 
American people are angry, and they 
should be. 

f 

b 1415 

WHERE DO WE BORROW IT FROM? 

(Mr. MCCLINTOCK asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Madam Speaker, 
when we speak of running up $2 trillion 
of debt to pay for this year of unprece-
dented spending, where does that 
money come from? We don’t have it, so 
we borrow it. Where do we borrow it 
from? We’ll borrow that $2 trillion 
from the same pool of funds that would 
otherwise have been available for em-
ployers seeking to add jobs, or home-
buyers seeking to buy homes or con-
sumers seeking to buy new cars and ap-
pliances. But now that money won’t be 
there for consumers or homebuyers or 
employers to borrow to expand the 
economy because government has bor-
rowed it instead to increase govern-
ment programs like the National En-
dowment for the Arts. 

Madam Speaker, when are we going 
to stop hurting the economy and start 
helping it? 

f 

SO-CALLED ECONOMIC STIMULUS 
BILL 

(Mr. SMITH of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, some people look at the huge, so- 
called economic stimulus bill and 
think it’s a Christmas present. But the 
Federal Government is not Santa 
Claus. Elves are not producing this 
money. This money isn’t free, and the 
American people will get the bill. 

The $1 trillion in spending and inter-
est equals more than $9,000 for every 
taxpayer. And the unprecedented def-
icit will inevitably hike inflation and 
damage the economy. 

Only $90 billion, or 12 percent of this 
spending spree, will stimulate the im-
mediate creation of jobs which are 
needed now. Most of the spending 
doesn’t occur for 2, 3 or 4 years. 

It would be far more effective to pro-
vide tax incentives and investment 
credits to the small businesses of 
America that already create 70 percent 
of all the jobs. 

f 

FISCAL CONSERVATIVES 

(Mr. CULBERSON asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. CULBERSON. Madam Speaker, 
fiscal conservatives may be out-
numbered today in the Congress of the 
United States, but we take our obliga-
tion to lead very seriously. We under-
stand, with common sense, that each 
one of us as Americans are endowed 
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with, that this spending spree the lib-
eral majority has engaged in is a lot 
like attempting to run up your 
MasterCard to pay off your mortgage. 
All this money that’s being spent so 
rapidly by this liberal majority is com-
ing out of our grandchildren and great- 
grandchildren’s pockets. It’s all bor-
rowed money. 

The bond market has never seen this 
much money come on to be sold at one 
time. There may be as much as the $3 
trillion in debt sold over a 30-day pe-
riod. 

We fiscal conservatives have laid out 
a commonsense alternative of imme-
diate tax cuts. What better way to 
stimulate the economy and get the job 
market growing again and to put 
money in people’s pockets and let them 
keep the money to begin with? 

We support and have endorsed Con-
gressman LOUIE GOHMERT’s idea of a 2- 
month tax holiday. Rather than spend 
all this money, why don’t we let people 
keep it, not pay any income tax for a 2- 
month period, that they can spend that 
money as they wish, invest it, save it. 
That’s the way to grow jobs in America 
right away. 

f 

CONGRESS CAN AND MUST DO 
BETTER 

(Mrs. BLACKBURN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Madam Speaker, 
you know, last week our Democrat 
leadership in this House passed their $1 
trillion spending bill, and now we will 
see what our colleagues across the hall 
in the Senate are planning to do with 
that. 

But, Madam Speaker, I think it’s im-
portant to note, we Republicans know 
that excessive spending is not stim-
ulus. And last week’s bill was a spend-
ing bill. We know that the permanent 
way to work through to stimulus is to 
have it targeted, to have it temporary, 
to have it focused and to make certain 
that it is there to give jobs. We know 
the best way to do this is through tax 
incentives, tax reductions, regulatory 
relief, making certain that the private 
sector can create the jobs, because 
there is no economic stimulus that is 
better than a job. That is the best way 
to do this. 

Now, also, Madam Speaker, the Dem-
ocrat leadership in this House has seen 
us with a $1.2 trillion deficit for this 
fiscal year in 2008. That’s the spending 
they did in 2008. I mean, swiping those 
numbers off the credit card. They are 
at it again with another $1.2 trillion, 
adding that to our national debt. 

It is time for everyone to stand up 
and oppose the Democrat stimulus bill. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO 
JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to 15 U.S.C. 1024(a), and the order of 
the House of January 6, 2009, the Chair 

announces the Speaker’s appointment 
of the following Members of the House 
to the Joint Economic Committee: 

Mr. HINCHEY, New York 
Mr. HILL, Indiana 
Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ, California 
Mr. CUMMINGS, Maryland 
Mr. SNYDER, Arkansas 
Mr. PAUL, Texas 
Mr. BURGESS, Texas 
Mr. CAMPBELL, California 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON ENERGY 
INDEPENDENCE AND GLOBAL 
WARMING 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to section 4(a) of House Resolution 
5, 111th Congress, and the order of the 
House of January 6, 2009, the Chair an-
nounces the Speaker’s appointment of 
the following Members of the House to 
the Select Committee on Energy Inde-
pendence and Global Warming: 

Mr. BLUMENAUER, Oregon 
Mr. INSLEE, Washington 
Mr. LARSON, Connecticut 
Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN, South Dakota 
Mr. CLEAVER, Missouri 
Mr. HALL, New York 
Mr. SALAZAR, Colorado 
Ms. SPEIER, California 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMPENSATION 

(Mr. MOORE of Kansas asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. MOORE of Kansas. Madam 
Speaker, I rise today to express my 
frustration, and that of my constitu-
ents, over the irresponsible and rep-
rehensible actions of some of those 
very financial services corporations 
that you and I and every American tax-
payer have helped financially over the 
last few months. 

In October 2008 we heard about AIG’s 
corporate retreat, complete with mani-
cures and lavish meals. Last week we 
got news that Wall Street handed out 
$18 billion in bonuses. And just this 
weekend, Bank of America spent 
$800,000 on tents for their Super Bowl 
party. 

I could go on and on. The American 
people deserve better. We must demand 
better. 

That’s why as chairman of the House 
Financial Services Oversight and In-
vestigations Subcommittee, I will be 
demanding greater oversight and ac-
countability for companies receiving 
taxpayer funds and working in a bipar-
tisan way to develop a structure that 
will regulate and supervise financial 
institutions and transactions. 

I’ve also spoken to my distinguished 
colleague from Missouri, Senator 
CLAIRE MCCASKILL, who filed the origi-
nal bill in the Senate and who shares 
my frustration. She’s been a strong ad-
vocate for greater accountability and 
transparency, and I am proud to join 
with her to promote legislation to help 
address these abuses by financial serv-
ices corporations receiving TARP 
funds. 

Tomorrow I will introduce the Execu-
tive Pay Act, which would ensure that 
no employee of a financial institution 
or other entity that receives funds 
under TARP may receive annual com-
pensation including bonuses and stock 
options in excess of that paid to the 
President of the United States. 

I think we need to move together 
here to restore the confidence of the 
American people in what we are trying 
to do to save our economy. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will postpone further proceedings 
today on motions to suspend the rules 
on which a recorded vote or the yeas 
and nays are ordered, or on which the 
vote is objected to under clause 6 of 
rule XX. 

Record votes on postponed questions 
will be taken after 6:30 p.m. today. 

f 

CAMPUS SAFETY ACT OF 2009 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill (H.R. 748) to establish 
and operate a National Center for Cam-
pus Public Safety. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 748 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Center to 
Advance, Monitor, and Preserve University 
Security Safety Act of 2009’’ or the ‘‘CAM-
PUS Safety Act of 2009’’. 
SEC. 2. NATIONAL CENTER FOR CAMPUS PUBLIC 

SAFETY. 
Title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and 

Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3711 et 
seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new part: 

‘‘PART LL—NATIONAL CENTER FOR 
CAMPUS PUBLIC SAFETY 

‘‘SEC. 3021. NATIONAL CENTER FOR CAMPUS PUB-
LIC SAFETY. 

‘‘(a) AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH AND OPERATE 
CENTER.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Of-
fice of Community Oriented Policing Serv-
ices is authorized to establish and operate a 
National Center for Campus Public Safety 
(referred to in this section as the ‘Center’). 

‘‘(2) GRANT AUTHORITY.—The Director of 
the Office of Community Oriented Policing 
Services is authorized to award grants to in-
stitutions of higher education and other non-
profit organizations to assist in carrying out 
the functions of the Center required under 
subsection (b). 

‘‘(b) FUNCTIONS OF THE CENTER.—The Cen-
ter shall— 

‘‘(1) provide quality education and training 
for campus public safety agencies of institu-
tions of higher education and the agencies’ 
collaborative partners, including campus 
mental health agencies; 

‘‘(2) foster quality research to strengthen 
the safety and security of institutions of 
higher education; 

‘‘(3) serve as a clearinghouse for the identi-
fication and dissemination of information, 
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policies, procedures, and best practices rel-
evant to campus public safety, including off- 
campus housing safety, the prevention of vi-
olence against persons and property, and 
emergency response and evacuation proce-
dures; 

‘‘(4) develop protocols, in conjunction with 
the Attorney General, the Secretary of 
Homeland Security, the Secretary of Edu-
cation, State, local, and tribal governments 
and law enforcement agencies, private and 
nonprofit organizations and associations, 
and other stakeholders, to prevent, protect 
against, respond to, and recover from, nat-
ural and man-made emergencies or dan-
gerous situations involving an immediate 
threat to the health or safety of the campus 
community; 

‘‘(5) promote the development and dissemi-
nation of effective behavioral threat assess-
ment and management models to prevent 
campus violence; 

‘‘(6) coordinate campus safety information 
(including ways to increase off-campus hous-
ing safety) and resources available from the 
Department of Justice, the Department of 
Homeland Security, the Department of Edu-
cation, State, local, and tribal governments 
and law enforcement agencies, and private 
and nonprofit organizations and associa-
tions; 

‘‘(7) increase cooperation, collaboration, 
and consistency in prevention, response, and 
problem-solving methods among law enforce-
ment, mental health, and other agencies and 
jurisdictions serving institutions of higher 
education; 

‘‘(8) develop standardized formats and mod-
els for mutual aid agreements and memo-
randa of understanding between campus se-
curity agencies and other public safety orga-
nizations and mental health agencies; and 

‘‘(9) report annually to Congress and the 
Attorney General on activities performed by 
the Center during the previous 12 months. 

‘‘(c) COORDINATION WITH AVAILABLE RE-
SOURCES.—In establishing the Center, the Di-
rector of the Office of Community Oriented 
Policing Services shall— 

‘‘(1) consult with the Secretary of Home-
land Security, the Secretary of Education, 
and the Attorney General of each State; and 

‘‘(2) coordinate the establishment and op-
eration of the Center with campus public 
safety resources that may be available with-
in the Department of Homeland Security and 
the Department of Education. 

‘‘(d) DEFINITION OF INSTITUTION OF HIGHER 
EDUCATION.—In this section, the term ‘insti-
tution of higher education’ has the meaning 
given the term in section 101 of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001). 

‘‘(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $2,750,000 for each of 
the fiscal years 2009 through 2013.’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rials on the bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Madam Speaker, over the past few 
years we have seen a number of tragic 
incidents of violence at colleges and 
universities, including the disastrous 
events at Virginia Tech and Northern 
Illinois University. Therefore, we have 
introduced the Center to Advance, 
Monitor and Preserve University Secu-
rity Safety Act of 2009, or the CAMPUS 
Safety Act of 2009. 

This bill will help schools to more ef-
fectively prevent such incidents, and to 
more effectively respond if such events 
do occur. It creates a National Center 
of Campus Public Safety, a program to 
be administered through the Depart-
ment of Justice. 

The center will train campus safety 
agencies, promote research in improv-
ing campus safety, and be a clearing-
house for campus safety information. 
The director of the center will have au-
thority to award grants to institutions 
of higher learning to help them meet 
their enhanced public safety goals. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from Texas, the ranking member of the 
subcommittee, Mr. GOHMERT, for his 
support of this important bipartisan 
measure. 

I urge colleagues to support the bill, 
and I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

In 2 weeks, teachers, students, alum-
ni and friends of Northern Illinois Uni-
versity will gather to commemorate 
the 1-year anniversary of the tragic 
shootings that occurred at the univer-
sity’s campus. As you may recall, on 
February 14, Valentines Day 2008, a 
gunman stormed a classroom at NIU 
and opened fire, killing five students 
and wounding 16 others before killing 
himself. 

Later this year, in April, similar 
groups of individuals associated with 
Virginia Tech will commemorate the 2- 
year anniversary on that campus 
shooting that killed 27 students and 
five faculty members. We now know 
that the shooter was a mentally dis-
turbed individual who was able to pur-
chase two handguns in any event. He 
brought those handguns to the campus 
and began a shooting spree that 
spanned several hours and occurred in 
both dormitories and classrooms 
throughout the campus complex. 

As we remember the tragic shootings 
at Northern Illinois University and 
Virginia Tech, and think of the vio-
lence that occurs in public schools 
across the country, it is appropriate for 
Congress to act and provide resources 
to schools and law enforcement offi-
cials to help protect our greatest re-
source, and that is our children in our 
schools. School and college campuses 
should be safe environments for all stu-
dents to learn. Today, campus security 
requires much more than ever before, 
including the campus police, emer-
gency alert systems and emergency re-
sponse plans. 

H.R. 748 authorizes the Department 
of Justice to establish a National Cen-
ter for Campus Public Safety to award 
grants to colleges and universities and 
other nonprofit organizations. It also 
provides education and training for 
campus public safety agencies, and pro-
mote research to improve the security 
of colleges and our universities. 

The center may coordinate with 
other Federal agencies to prevent and 
respond to natural disasters, incidents 
of campus violence or even other emer-
gencies. The center also may promote 
the development of an effective behav-
ioral health threat assessment to pre-
vent campus violence. 

In the 110th Congress, Chairman 
BOBBY SCOTT and ranking member 
LOUIE GOHMERT of the Crime Sub-
committee worked together to cospon-
sor a version of this bill, which was 
passed by the House on a voice vote. 
The Senate was unable to take up this 
bill last year, so many of my col-
leagues reintroduced the bill this term. 
It is my hope that the other body will 
consider and pass this legislation dur-
ing the Congress. 

Through this legislation and other 
programs across the country, we can 
endeavor to prevent violence on our 
college and university campuses. And I 
urge all of my colleagues to support 
the passage of H.R. 748. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 

Speaker, I would inquire if the gen-
tleman has other speakers. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Yes, two. 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. I reserve my 

time. 
Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, I 

yield 3 minutes to my friend and col-
league from Texas (Mr. CULBERSON). 

b 1430 

Mr. CULBERSON. Madam Speaker, 
there certainly is no higher priority for 
all of us than the safety of our sons and 
daughters, and that safety involves not 
only their physical safety but their fi-
nancial safety. The financial safety of 
our young men and women across this 
country is held in the palms of the 
hands of this Congress. In fact, this 
new liberal majority in Congress has 
been spending money so fast, and we 
have only been in session for 17 legisla-
tive days. 

Madam Speaker, in thinking about 
the financial safety of these young peo-
ple, if you look at just the time that 
Congress has been zeroed in on this so- 
called stimulus bill, Congress has spent 
$1.3 trillion in 9 legislative days. Let 
me repeat that. We have this new lib-
eral majority. The country voted for 
change, but I am not sure this is the 
change that people wanted or expected. 
The change we got was spending money 
at an ever faster rate. $1.3 trillion has 
been spent by this liberal majority in 9 
legislative days. That means that this 
new majority in Congress is spending 
money at a rate of $100 million a 
minute. Now that needs to sink in for 
a minute. For the change that we got, 
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this new Congress is spending money at 
the rate of $100 million a minute. 

That is not unlike if I were to try to 
pay my mortgage with my MasterCard. 
Now, everyone knows you cannot do 
that. I cannot pay my mortgage with 
my MasterCard, but I would get a lot of 
frequent flyer miles out of that. It is as 
dangerous, I should say, to pay your 
mortgage with your MasterCard as it is 
for this Congress to imperil the finan-
cial safety of future generations by 
spending borrowed money we do not 
have. 

This is an unprecedented spending 
spree that has much more to do with 
rewarding the constituency of the lib-
eral majority—the trial lawyers and 
the labor unions—rather than stimu-
lating the economy and protecting the 
financial safety of future generations. 

We fiscal conservatives understand 
instinctively that the best way to pro-
tect the financial safety of future gen-
erations is to simply let Americans 
keep more of their own money by cut-
ting their taxes, by giving them a tax- 
free holiday. How about that? That 
would be a straightforward, simple, im-
mediate way to inject money into the 
economy, which is for people to spend 
and to invest as they wish rather than 
for the Federal Government to make 
the united policy decision that it is 
necessary to engage in deficit spending 
in order to stimulate the economy. 

Rather than pumping the money out 
to labor unions and to trial lawyers 
and to new government programs and 
expanding the bureaucracy, why don’t 
we simply inject that money into giv-
ing Americans X number of tax-free 
days where you keep 100 percent of 
your money, where you can invest it, 
save it, and spend it as you wish? In my 
opinion, there is no better way. I think 
that is something that every American 
can understand. There is no simpler, 
quicker or better way to stimulate job 
growth and to strengthen the economy 
than to simply let Americans keep 
more of their hard-earned money. That 
is the way to protect the financial sta-
bility of future generations. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. POE of Texas. I yield the gen-
tleman from Texas an extra minute. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Madam Speaker, 
as we go through this debate today and 
look to protect the physical and finan-
cial safety of future generations, it is 
important for this Congress to remem-
ber that every dollar we spend today is 
truly borrowed money. It is money 
that is going to have to be paid for by 
future generations, and we have an ob-
ligation—all of us as guardians of the 
Treasury—to remember the financial 
safety and security of our children and 
grandchildren. 

In every spending decision we make, 
why aren’t we approaching this from 
the perspective of we have got the big-
gest debt in the history of the Nation? 
We have got the biggest deficit in the 
history of the Nation. Therefore, the 
answer is ‘‘no’’ to new spending. We 

need to not only cut taxes but to cut 
spending at the same time. We need to 
all of us stay focused on what is truly 
in the best interests of these young 
people. How do we best protect their 
physical and financial security? By 
protecting the financial solvency of the 
United States of America. 

Our most sacred obligation, it seems 
to me as Representatives of the people, 
is to protect the financial safety and 
security of the Nation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has again ex-
pired. 

Mr. POE of Texas. I will yield to the 
gentleman 1 extra minute. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Madam Speaker, I 
believe this is an unprecedented spend-
ing spree. When you analyze the his-
tory of the Congress of the United 
States, I would challenge anyone to 
find another time in our history when 
the Congress has ever spent at the rate 
of $100 million a minute. I don’t think 
that has ever happened before. $100 mil-
lion a minute. $1.3 trillion in 9 days. 
Now, the entire annual budget of the 
United States is about $900 trillion. 

I have the privilege of serving on the 
Appropriations Committee, by the way, 
where my starting answer on all spend-
ing requests is ‘‘no.’’ ‘‘Yes’’ is very 
hard to earn. I am very careful about 
the few things that I ask support for in 
the sciences and in medical scientific 
research. 

We have this new liberal majority in 
Congress. The change that this new 
majority and the new President prom-
ised has led to a spending spree of $100 
million a minute. That has given this 
country a $1.3 trillion so-called stim-
ulus spending bill in 9 legislative days, 
exceeding the annual budget of the 
United States, which is about $900 bil-
lion. This is unprecedented. It is dan-
gerous. It imperils the financial safety 
of future generations, Madam Speaker, 
and I hope Congress throws this spend-
ing bill out in favor of tax cuts. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 
Speaker, I am prepared to close if the 
gentleman has concluded and will yield 
back. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, I 
have an additional speaker. I yield as 
much time as he wishes to consume to 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. CAN-
TOR). 

Mr. CANTOR. Madam Speaker, I 
know that the subject of this par-
ticular piece of legislation has to do 
with campus safety, and I know we are 
all concerned about campus safety. In 
fact, this is a separate bill relating to 
campus safety, which makes the point, 
Madam Speaker: 

If you look at the current proposal 
dealing with our economy and the eco-
nomic ruin that families are facing, 
there is $6 billion allocated in that bill 
to colleges and to universities. That 
gives me great cause for concern. What 
in the world does that have to do with 
stimulating our economy and with al-
lowing families and small businesses in 
this country to get back on their feet? 

Again, I would say to my colleague 
and friend from Virginia, as well as to 
the gentleman from Texas, that the 
bill on the floor does have to do with 
college campus safety. That is where a 
$6 billion allocation appropriation to 
colleges and universities should belong, 
not in a stimulus bill. 

Listen, the people of this country are 
expecting Washington to finally clean 
up its act and to respond accordingly 
so that we can get our economy back 
on track. In fact, the latest Gallup poll 
that was taken this weekend shows 
that only 38 percent of Americans sup-
port the congressional Democrats’ 
spending bill. Speaker PELOSI’s bill in 
this House contains billions of dollars 
of continued Washington spending in 
the same old fashion. It has got plenty 
of pork in it. It has got $137 billion 
while creating 32 new Federal pro-
grams. 

I would say that some of these pro-
grams have laudable goals. There is no 
question that we need to address so 
many things going on in this country. 
Right now, though, the priority is this 
economy, and when we are talking 
about a stimulus plan, a stimulus plan 
should be focused like a laser on the 
preservation, on the protection and on 
the creation of jobs. Again, it may not 
be bad that we are looking to spend 
more money in terms of helping safety 
on our college campuses, but that be-
longs in a separate bill, not in a spend-
ing bill aimed at stimulating this econ-
omy. 

I would say that the Members on our 
side of the aisle continue to want to 
work with the majority to try and 
craft a bill that delivers results. Presi-
dent Obama was elected partly due to 
the hope that he instilled in so many 
Americans that he would change the 
way that Washington works, that we fi-
nally in this town would be account-
able to the people who pay the taxes so 
that we could deliver the results and so 
that we could deliver on job creation 
and on opportunities for our children 
and for the next generation. 

Madam Speaker, the bill that passed 
this House last week does not rise to 
that standard, and I implore the 
Speaker and her colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle to work with us. 
We have put forward a plan that in-
volves real stimulus, that is very fo-
cused on the folks—on the entre-
preneurs, on the small businesspeople 
and on the self-employed—who actu-
ally do create the jobs in this economy. 
We need to provide them with relief. 
We need to provide relief to the work-
ing families—to the taxpayers who are 
suffering under this heavy burden for 
which they have got to pay every sin-
gle day that they are at work. 

Madam Speaker, again, I urge our 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
to work with us so that we can arrive 
at a bill that provides true stimulus 
and that delivers results. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, I 
yield back the remainder of my time. 
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Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 

Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

I would like to thank the other side 
for their support of the underlying bill 
and for their comments that give rise 
to the challenge we may have in actu-
ally funding the legislation. 

Sixteen years ago, we had a Demo-
cratic majority, and we passed a budg-
et and an economic plan. It passed 
without a single Republican vote—not 
one in the House, not one in the Sen-
ate. It was signed by President Clinton. 
In 8 years, we eliminated the debt. 

As a matter of fact, at the end of the 
8 years, when Chairman Greenspan was 
testifying before Congress, the ques-
tions he was asked were questions like: 
What will happen when we pay off the 
national debt? What will happen to the 
bond market? What will happen to in-
terest rates when we pay off the na-
tional debt? 

It was anticipated that year that we 
were to clear up all of the debt held by 
the public. The median income went up 
about $7,000. Tens of millions of jobs 
were created. The Dow Jones industrial 
average more than tripled. Then in 
2001, the Republican plan was adopt-
ed—the Republicans who have been lec-
turing on for the last few minutes 
about the economy. 

As a direct result of their plan, we 
had the worst job performance since 
the Great Depression. The Dow Jones 
Industrial Average did not triple. It 
went down. The median income actu-
ally went down. We did not pay off the 
national debt. We almost doubled the 
national debt. We are now in a situa-
tion where we have to dig ourselves out 
of that mess. Everyone regrets the ne-
cessity of having to have a huge stim-
ulus plan to get us out of the mess, but 
that is what we have had to do. We 
would like to listen to the other side 
and to their ideas, but unfortunately, 
as a result of recent history, we know 
where those ideas will put us. So we 
have a stimulus plan. Hopefully, it will 
get us out of the mess we are in so that 
we will have the funds to fund the 
CAMPUS Safety Act of 2009. 

I would hope that the House would 
support the bill and would support the 
authorization. Then the next job we 
will do will be to actually fund it in 
order to get us out of the economic 
mess that we are in. 

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Madam 
Speaker, I rise in support of the CAMPUS 
Safety Act of 2009, H.R. 748. 

First let me start by thanking Congressman 
SCOTT for his continued leadership on campus 
safety issues. He has been a steadfast sup-
porter of establishing a National Center for 
Campus Public Safety as well as improving 
hate crime reporting on campuses under the 
federal Jeanne Clery Act. 

Creation of a National Center for Campus 
Public Safety grew out of recommendations 
from a 2004 National Summit on Campus 
Public Safety convened by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice’s Office of Community Ori-
ented Policing Services, or COPS Office. The 
purpose of the Center is to support the field, 

foster collaboration and lasting relationships, 
facilitate information sharing, and provide qual-
ity education on safety issues facing colleges 
in a post-September 11, 2001 world. 

After the tragic incidents of gun violence at 
Virginia Tech on April 16, 2007, at Northern Il-
linois University on February 14, 2008, and on 
other campuses across the country, we were 
reminded just how important this work is and 
it took on a new urgency. The Center will be 
able to help campuses create partnerships 
with mental health professionals and others to 
catch problems before they escalate and im-
plement proven strategies to respond should 
another tragedy strike. 

This effort is also consistent with and an im-
portant follow-up to legislation I sponsored that 
was enacted last year as part of the Higher 
Education Opportunity Act, P.L. 110–315. This 
new provision, known as the Virginia Tech 
Victims Campus Emergency Response Policy 
and Notification Act, or ‘‘VTV Act’’ and a part 
of the federal Jeanne Clery Act, requires insti-
tutions to enact comprehensive emergency re-
sponse plans that include means to issue im-
mediate warnings when an emergency threat-
ens the campus. 

I look forward to the Center working with the 
U.S. Department of Education, the agency 
with jurisdiction over the Clery Act, and cam-
puses across the country to help them fully 
implement these life-saving notification re-
quirements. Making sure that institutions have 
a central resource to turn to for assistance 
with this will be one of the most important 
things that we in Congress can do to help se-
cure our Nation’s campuses. 

Important groundwork for the Center has al-
ready been laid. In 2006 the International As-
sociation of Campus Law Enforcement Admin-
istrators, Inc., IACLEA, received a grant to de-
velop a strategic plan for the Center. Among 
other things they convened an advisory board 
comprised of key constituency groups to help 
guide this process. 

I was especially pleased to see that a lead-
ing voice for students and families on campus 
safety issues—Security On Campus, Inc., 
SOC—was included at the table. It is impera-
tive that SOC and other groups that represent 
the interests of those the Center is intended to 
protect, along with campus public safety pro-
fessionals, continue to be heard as this proc-
ess moves forward. 

I would encourage the Attorney General and 
his staff to make sure that the COPS Office 
continues to reach out to diverse constituency 
groups and organizations that may have im-
portant resources to bring to bear. 

Establishment of a National Center for Cam-
pus Public Safety will be a tremendous asset 
for our Nation’s colleges and universities as 
they work to protect their students, employees, 
and others on campus. 

I support the bill and ask my colleagues to 
join me. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 748. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

DEATH IN CUSTODY REPORTING 
ACT OF 2009 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill (H.R. 738) to encour-
age States to report to the Attorney 
General certain information regarding 
the deaths of individuals in the custody 
of law enforcement agencies, and for 
other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 738 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Death in 
Custody Reporting Act of 2009’’. 
SEC. 2. STATE INFORMATION REGARDING INDI-

VIDUALS WHO DIE IN THE CUSTODY 
OF LAW ENFORCEMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—For each fiscal year after 
the expiration of the period specified in sub-
section (c)(1) in which a State receives funds 
for a program referred to in subsection (c)(2), 
the State shall report to the Attorney Gen-
eral, on a quarterly basis and pursuant to 
guidelines established by the Attorney Gen-
eral, information regarding the death of any 
person who is detained, under arrest, or is in 
the process of being arrested, is en route to 
be incarcerated, or is incarcerated at a mu-
nicipal or county jail, State prison, State- 
run boot camp prison, boot camp prison that 
is contracted out by the State, any State or 
local contract facility, or other local or 
State correctional facility (including any ju-
venile facility). 

(b) INFORMATION REQUIRED.—The report re-
quired by this section shall contain informa-
tion that, at a minimum, includes— 

(1) the name, gender, race, ethnicity, and 
age of the deceased; 

(2) the date, time, and location of death; 
(3) the law enforcement agency that de-

tained, arrested, or was in the process of ar-
resting the deceased; and 

(4) a brief description of the circumstances 
surrounding the death. 

(c) COMPLIANCE AND INELIGIBILITY.— 
(1) COMPLIANCE DATE.—Each State shall 

have not more than 120 days from the date of 
enactment of this Act to comply with sub-
section (a), except that— 

(A) the Attorney General may grant an ad-
ditional 120 days to a State that is making 
good faith efforts to comply with such sub-
section; and 

(B) the Attorney General shall waive the 
requirements of subsection (a) if compliance 
with such subsection by a State would be un-
constitutional under the constitution of such 
State. 

(2) INELIGIBILITY FOR FUNDS.—For any fis-
cal year after the expiration of the period 
specified in paragraph (1), a State that fails 
to comply with subsection (a), shall, at the 
discretion of the Attorney General, be sub-
ject to not more than a 10 percent reduction 
of the funds that would otherwise be allo-
cated for that fiscal year to the State under 
subpart 1 of part E of title I of the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 
(42 U.S.C. 3750 et seq.), whether characterized 
as the Edward Byrne Memorial State and 
Local Law Enforcement Assistance Pro-
grams, the Local Government Law Enforce-
ment Block Grants Program, the Edward 
Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance Grant 
Program, or otherwise. 

(d) REALLOCATION.—Amounts not allocated 
under a program referred to in subsection 
(c)(2) to a State for failure to fully comply 
with subsection (a) shall be reallocated 
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under that program to States that have not 
failed to comply with such subsection. 

(e) DEFINITIONS.—In this section the terms 
‘‘boot camp prison’’ and ‘‘State’’ have the 
meaning given those terms, respectively, in 
section 901(a) of the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
3791(a)). 

(f) STUDY AND REPORT OF INFORMATION RE-
LATING TO DEATHS IN CUSTODY.— 

(1) STUDY REQUIRED.—The Attorney Gen-
eral shall carry out a study of the informa-
tion reported under subsection (b) and sec-
tion 3(a) to— 

(A) determine means by which such infor-
mation can be used to reduce the number of 
such deaths; and 

(B) examine the relationship, if any, be-
tween the number of such deaths and the ac-
tions of management of such jails, prisons, 
and other specified facilities relating to such 
deaths. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Attorney General shall prepare and submit 
to Congress a report that contains the find-
ings of the study required by paragraph (1). 
SEC. 3. FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT DEATH IN 

CUSTODY REPORTING REQUIRE-
MENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—For each fiscal year (be-
ginning after the date that is 120 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act), the 
head of each Federal law enforcement agen-
cy shall submit to the Attorney General a 
report (in such form and manner specified by 
the Attorney General) that contains infor-
mation regarding the death of any person 
who is— 

(1) detained, under arrest, or is in the proc-
ess of being arrested by any officer of such 
Federal law enforcement agency (or by any 
State or local law enforcement officer while 
participating in and for purposes of a Federal 
law enforcement operation, task force, or 
any other Federal law enforcement capacity 
carried out by such Federal law enforcement 
agency); or 

(2) en route to be incarcerated or detained, 
or is incarcerated or detained at— 

(A) any facility (including any immigra-
tion or juvenile facility) pursuant to a con-
tract with such Federal law enforcement 
agency; 

(B) any State or local government facility 
used by such Federal law enforcement agen-
cy; or 

(C) any Federal correctional facility or 
Federal pre-trial detention facility located 
within the United States. 

(b) INFORMATION REQUIRED.—Each report 
required by this section shall include, at a 
minimum, the information required by sec-
tion 2(b). 

(c) STUDY AND REPORT.—Information re-
ported under subsection (a) shall be analyzed 
and included in the study and report re-
quired by section 2(f). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members be given 5 legislative days 
to revise and extend their remarks and 
to include extraneous material on the 
bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 

Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

H.R. 738 will strengthen the Death in 
Custody Reporting Act of 2000, a law 
which encourages constructive over-
sight of the conduct, of the arrests, of 
imprisonment, and of other forms of 
detention in our Nation’s prisons and 
jails. If we are to have meaningful 
oversight, we have to at least know 
how many people are dying in our jails 
and prisons. 

b 1445 

The Death in Custody Act simply re-
quires States and localities to simply 
report the fact that a death occurred 
and a brief description of what hap-
pened. 

The bill reinforces the 2000 act’s re-
porting requirements by authorizing 
the Attorney General to withhold a 
portion of the State’s Byrne-Justice 
Assistance Grants if it is not in compli-
ance with those requirements. 

It will help improve oversight in two 
other additional ways. First, it applies 
the reporting requirements to Federal 
law enforcement authorities as well as 
States. As a result, Congress will have 
information for the entire incarcerated 
population in the United States, not 
just the State systems. 

Second, H.R. 738 directs the Attorney 
General to examine data collected by 
the Bureau of Justice since the original 
act became effective to identify what 
practices are most effective in lowering 
the death rate in our Nation’s prisons 
and jails. For example, the bureau re-
ported in August of 2005 that there had 
been a 64 percent decline in suicides in 
custody and a 93 percent decline in 
homicides in custody since 1980. 

The Attorney General’s study should 
provide Congress with useful guidance 
on why the death rate was reduced, and 
what we can do to continue to lower it. 
Like the original Death In Custody Re-
porting Act of 2000, the bill enjoys 
broad bipartisan support. Statistics 
collected under the original act dem-
onstrate that it can be exceptionally 
successful because those administering 
prisons and jails know that they will 
have to report each death in their cus-
tody and they may be held accountable 
for those deaths. And this bill not only 
continues the program but strengthens 
it. And I encourage my colleagues to 
support the bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of 
H.R. 738, the Death in Custody Report-
ing Act of 2009. As my colleague, Chair-
man SCOTT, has mentioned a few mo-
ments ago, Congress passed a similar 
piece of legislation in the 110th Con-
gress with overwhelming bipartisan 
support. 

The Death in Custody Reporting Act 
of 2000 directs the Bureau of Justice 
Statistics within the Department of 

Justice to collect data on deaths that 
occur in two primary stages of the 
criminal justice system: First, deaths 
occur ‘‘in the process of arrest’’ or dur-
ing transfer after arrest; and second, 
deaths that occur in jail and in prisons. 

The Bureau of Justice Statistics re-
port that between 2001 and 2006 there 
were 18,550 State prisoner deaths. Like-
wise, there were an additional 5,935 
local prisoner deaths and 43 juvenile 
deaths between 2000 and 2005 

Half of all State prison deaths are 
the result of heart disease and cancer; 
two-thirds involve inmates age 45 and 
older; and two-thirds are the result of 
medical problems which were present 
at the time of admission when they 
were incarcerated. 

Although illness-related deaths have 
slightly increased in recent years, the 
homicide and suicide rates in State 
prisons have dramatically decreased 
over the last 25 years. 

H.R. 738 reauthorizes this data collec-
tion program and directs the Attorney 
General to not simply collect the data 
but to study it, as well as to determine 
how to reduce deaths in custody in the 
future. 

H.R. 738 incorporates several changes 
adopted by the Senate during the last 
Congress. In addition to collecting data 
from State and local agencies, the At-
torney General is now directed to also 
collect data on the number of deaths 
that occur in Federal facilities each 
year. 

The bill also ensures that those 
States that make a good faith effort to 
report this important data to the At-
torney General will not automatically 
lose 10 percent of their Byrne-Justice 
Assistance Grants funding if their data 
submissions are untimely. The collec-
tion of this data will help Federal, 
State, and local governments examine 
the relationships between deaths in 
custody and the proper management of 
jail and prison facilities. It will also 
provide important information to Con-
gress on how we may need to improve 
Federal custody procedures. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
this legislation, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 
Speaker, I have no additional speakers. 
I will be prepared to close when the 
gentleman from Texas has yielded back 
his time. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, I 
have two additional speakers, and I 
wish to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. CULBERSON). 

Mr. CULBERSON. I thank my col-
league for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, we are considering 
today a piece of legislation to report on 
the deaths of prisoners in Federal cus-
tody. As part of the responsibility of 
this Congress, we have to make sure 
those prisons are paid for. We’ve got to 
have the money to make sure we can 
pay for the operation of those prisons 
and keep those prisoners safe. 

In order to have that money, we’ve 
got to exercise fiscal responsibility 
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here as guardians of the Treasury. Our 
highest priority as the elected rep-
resentatives of the people who pay the 
taxes that pay for these lights, that 
pay for this House Chamber, we’ve got 
an obligation to protect their financial 
safety and security for the future. Not 
only the safety and securities of these 
prisoners, but more importantly, the 
safety and security of the American 
people. 

In order to make sure we’ve got that 
money available, we need to be very, 
very thoughtful and careful and re-
member that we face a deficit of over 
$1 trillion, a national debt of over $10 
trillion, unfunded liabilities of $60 tril-
lion-plus. The Comptroller tells us if 
you were to sell off every asset in 
America that proceeds might generate 
$62 trillion. 

So we’ve reached a point as a Nation, 
Madam Speaker, where our national 
assets—all of the private property 
owned by every one of us; sell the real 
estate, sell all your possessions—might 
generate $62 trillion. That’s how much 
unfunded liability we’ve got out there 
that our kids and grandchildren are 
going to have to pay for Medicare, So-
cial Security, Medicaid. 

And now all of this new spending that 
the majority—the new liberal majority 
has engaged in the biggest, most unre-
strained profligate spending spree in 
the history of America in a short 17- 
day period—the change that the new 
majority has given America is it’s 
spent $1.3 trillion in a short 17 days. 
Not sure how we’re even going to be 
able to assure the safety of prisoners in 
Federal custody much less the safety 
and security of Americans across the 
Nation when in 17 days we spent 50 per-
cent, almost 50 percent more money 
than the entire annual budget of the 
United States. 

My colleague, Chairman SCOTT, a 
man of good faith and sincerity, says 
he hopes that this financial stimulus 
package works. That’s not enough. 
That’s a scary hope. Where are the le-
gions of economists? Where are the 
witnesses? Why wasn’t there any testi-
mony? 

We had an appropriations hearing of 
about 6 hours to spend about $800 bil-
lion, our piece of this bill. Ways and 
Means had a hearing of maybe about 6 
hours. Normally, the entire annual 
budget of the United States, about $900 
billion, requires a year’s worth of hear-
ings, hundreds of witnesses, hundreds 
of hours of committee hearings and 
thoughtful deliberations by the com-
mittees of the Congress to generate the 
annual budget for the United States of 
about $900 billion. 

Yet this new liberal majority, this 
utterly unrestrained liberal majority 
in Congress has managed to spend in a 
short 17-day period $1.3 trillion of bor-
rowed money. Again, it’s like me pay-
ing off my mortgage with my Master 
Card. It makes no sense. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, I 
yield the gentleman an additional 
minute. 

Mr. CULBERSON. And instead of, for 
example, this legislation that we’ve got 
on the floor today, Madam Speaker, to 
protect and report on the safety of 
prisoners in the prison system, one of 
the many responsibilities of Congress, 
this utterly irresponsible profligate 
spending that the new liberal majority 
has engaged in to stimulate the econ-
omy, 800 million for Amtrak, 4 million 
for climate change. What is this? We’re 
going to have $200 million for 
AmeriCorps, $3 billion for prevention 
and wellness programs, including sexu-
ally transmitted diseases, $4.2 billion 
for neighborhood stabilization activi-
ties. What is that? What does that have 
to do with protecting the financial 
safety and security of the American 
people? 

We’re spending money. I am a fiscal 
conservative. And by the way, Mr. 
SCOTT, I voted against most of those 
big spending programs that were 
pushed over the last 8 years. I have 
done my best, as a fiscal conservative, 
to vote against Medicare prescription 
drug, voted against the farm bills, 
voted against No Child Left Behind, 
voted against as much of these new big 
authorization spending programs as I 
can because I’m trying to think about 
what obligation I’m passing on to my 
daughter and future generations. 

Madam Speaker, the best way to pro-
tect the safety of prisoners in prisons 
and the safety of the American people 
is for this Congress to cut spending and 
cut taxes and quit spending money we 
don’t have. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Utah (Mr. CHAFFETZ). 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Thank you, I appre-
ciate it. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of 
H.R. 738. I appreciate the good work 
and the action of the Congress and be-
lieve that this act will actually encour-
age better government which our citi-
zens certainly support. 

I also want to thank the men and 
women who are serving in these pris-
ons. They go underappreciated and, in 
my opinion, undercompensated. That’s 
why it gives me so much frustration as 
I see the out-of-control spending that 
this Congress is willing to pass for-
ward. 

I read about $88 million for an ice- 
breaking ship in the polar region, and 
yet we’re not taking care of the men 
and women who are there in the pris-
ons protecting us against these crimi-
nals; $248 million for furniture at the 
new Homeland Security headquarters. I 
just physically do not understand why 
this government, which is $10 trillion 
in debt, which already has a $3.1 tril-
lion budget, a budget that over the 
course of the last 12 years has doubled, 
that there is not enough financial con-
straint because we need to take care of 
those men and women who are there 
protecting us in those prisons. 

And while this act will go a long way 
to helping us understand what’s hap-
pening within the system, I just am so 
frustrated and fed up with the Federal 
Government that cannot rein in spend-
ing as this so-called stimulus package 
has $400 million for the Centers of Dis-
ease Control to screen and prevent 
STDs—there does not seem to have the 
priorities in place that we need as a 
Federal Government—$75 million for 
smoking cessation activities. 

Again, I think the American people 
demand limited government, fiscal dis-
cipline, which seems to be lacking in 
this Congress as the Democrats push 
forward, this liberal spending that we 
continue to see time and time again. 
$10 million to inspect canals? $10 mil-
lion to inspect canals. I was actually 
glad to see a bill out there that actu-
ally had the word ‘‘millions’’ instead of 
‘‘billions.’’ 

Now this bill, this act, that we look 
at today, H.R. 738, Death in Custody 
Reporting Act of 2009, will go a long 
ways to making government better, 
but please let’s take care of the men 
and women who are serving us; and 
let’s take get rid of this excessive 
spending, rein in spending. We can’t be 
all things to all people, but let’s make 
sure that we do those things that mat-
ter most to the American people and 
get rid of this stimulus bill and get rid 
of the excessive spending that does 
nothing but put us further and further 
into debt. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, I 
have no other speakers, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 
Speaker, the Death in Custody Report-
ing Act of 2009 has bipartisan support, 
and I appreciate the gentleman from 
Texas stating that support. 

And I would also like to remind peo-
ple, as the other side has, that we’re 
going to have to come up with funds to 
do the research to make best use of the 
statistics that we gather. 

There are essentially two totally dif-
ferent economic theories in place that 
we’re consideration. One was in place 
for 8 years beginning in 1993, and the 
other was in place from 2001 till last 
year. The Democratic theory that 
passed without a Republican vote in ei-
ther the House or the Senate created 8 
years where we eliminated the entire 
deficit. If we hadn’t messed up the 
budget, we would have, in 10 years, run 
up a $5.5 trillion surplus, more than 
enough to pay Social Security for 75 
years without reducing benefits. 

We had created tens of millions of 
jobs, median income was up over $7,000, 
the Dow Jones Industrial Average more 
than tripled. I think that was a good 
result. 

We also have the Republican theory 
of economics that was in place begin-
ning in 2001 that passed with the Re-
publican House and Republican Senate 
and the Republican President. As a di-
rect result of that plan, we had the 
worst job performance since the Great 
Depression; the Dow Jones Industrial 
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Average didn’t triple, it went down; 
median income went down, and we ran 
up the national debt so much that it’s 
almost doubled in the last 8 years rath-
er than being eliminated as it would 
have been had the Democratic plan 
continued without getting messed up. 

The stimulus that’s been disparaged 
is necessary to try to dig us out of the 
mess that we’re in. We all regret the 
fact that we need a stimulus, but had 
we not had the mess that we’re in, we 
wouldn’t have needed the stimulus. 

And so, Madam Speaker, I close in 
support of the Death in Custody Re-
porting Act of 2009. It will continue the 
reporting that we’ve had and make 
best use of the statistics so that we can 
reduce these preventible deaths in the 
custody of law enforcement officers. 

Mr. HONDA. Madam Speaker, I would like 
to commend my colleague Congressman 
BOBBY SCOTT for his leadership in seeking to 
bring transparency to the operation state and 
local prisons. 

Congressman SCOTT’s legislation, the Death 
in Custody Reporting Act of 2009, compels 
state and local governments to report deaths 
of prisoners in state prisons and local jails, 
and juvenile correctional facilities. This report-
ing is an incredibly useful oversight tool, and 
ensures accountability and transparency in our 
state and local facilities. 

The data that will be reported under the bill 
will allow public officials and those in the non-
profit sector to track mortality rates as related 
to illness, suicide, homicide, drug and alcohol 
use, and other causes of death. This data is 
crucial if we hope to reduce deaths in custody, 
and promote safer custody through the reduc-
tion of suicide, drug abuse, violence, and the 
provision of proper medical care. 

Again, I applaud Congressman SCOTT for 
his efforts and leadership and urge my col-
leagues to support this legislation. 

b 1500 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 738. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 
Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present 
and make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

f 

NATIONAL STALKING AWARENESS 
MONTH 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and agree to the resolution (H. Res. 82) 

raising awareness and encouraging pre-
vention of stalking by establishing 
January 2009 as ‘‘National Stalking 
Awareness Month’’. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The text of the resolution is as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 82 

Whereas in a 1-year period, an estimated 
3,400,000 people in America reported being 
stalked, and 75 percent of victims are stalked 
by someone who is not a stranger; 

Whereas 81 percent of women, who are 
stalked by an intimate partner, are also 
physically assaulted by that partner, and 76 
percent of women, who are killed by an inti-
mate partner, were also stalked by that inti-
mate partner; 

Whereas 11 percent reported having been 
stalked for more than 5 years and 1⁄4 of vic-
tims reported having been stalked almost 
every day; 

Whereas one in four victims reported that 
stalkers had used technology, such as e-mail 
or instant messaging, to follow and harass 
them, and one in 13 said stalkers had used 
electronic devices to intrude on their lives; 

Whereas stalking victims are forced to 
take drastic measures to protect themselves, 
such as changing their identities; relocating, 
changing jobs, and obtaining protection or-
ders; 

Whereas one in seven victims moved in an 
effort to escape their stalker; 

Whereas approximately 130,000 victims re-
ported having been fired or asked to leave 
their job because of the stalking, and about 
one in eight lost time from work because 
they feared for their safety or were taking 
steps, such as seeking a restraining order, to 
protect themselves; 

Whereas less than half of victims report 
stalking to police and only 7 percent con-
tacted a victim service provider, shelter, or 
hotline; 

Whereas stalking is a crime that cuts 
across race, age, culture, gender, sexual ori-
entation, physical and mental ability, and 
economic status; 

Whereas stalking is a crime under Federal 
law and under the laws of all 50 States and 
the District of Columbia; 

Whereas there are national organizations, 
local victim service organizations, prosecu-
tors’ offices, and police departments that 
stand ready to assist stalking victims and 
who are working diligently to craft com-
petent, thorough, and innovative responses 
to stalking; 

Whereas there is a need to enhance the 
criminal justice system’s response to stalk-
ing and stalking victims, including aggres-
sive investigation and prosecution, and to in-
crease the availability of victim services 
across the country tailored to meet the 
needs of stalking victims; and 

Whereas the House of Representatives 
urges the establishment of January 2009 as 
National Stalking Awareness Month: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That— 
(1) it is the sense of the House of Rep-

resentatives that— 
(A) National Stalking Awareness Month 

provides an opportunity to educate the peo-
ple of the United States about stalking; 

(B) all Americans should applaud the ef-
forts of the many victim service providers, 
police, prosecutors, national and community 
organizations, and private sector supporters 
for their efforts in promoting awareness 
about stalking; and 

(C) policymakers, criminal justice offi-
cials, victim service and human service 
agencies, college campuses and universities, 

nonprofits, and others should recognize the 
need to increase awareness of stalking and 
the availability of services for stalking vic-
tims; and 

(2) the House of Representatives urges na-
tional and community organizations, busi-
nesses in the private sector, and the media 
to promote awareness of the crime of stalk-
ing through National Stalking Awareness 
Month. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) each will 
control 20 minutes 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members have 5 legislative days to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous materials on the reso-
lution under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. I yield myself 

such time as I may consume. 
Madam Speaker, House Resolution 82 

is a bipartisan measure and will help 
raise awareness of the terrible toll that 
stalking is taking in our society. Every 
year, stalking affects millions of Amer-
icans of both genders and of all races 
and ages. 

The consequences of stalking can be 
extremely serious. The fear and mental 
anguish can leave stalking victims par-
alyzed. Stalkers cause their victims se-
vere emotional distress, including anx-
iety, insomnia, social dysfunction and 
depression, which can affect all aspects 
of life, including family, social activi-
ties and work. 

In fact, many stalking victims have 
been forced to relocate their residences 
and also frequently needed psycho-
logical counseling. Approximately 
130,000 victims reported being fired or 
forced to find work elsewhere because 
they’ve been stalked. 

Stalking also leads to physical at-
tacks on the victim. This explains why 
most States and the Federal Govern-
ment treats stalking as a felony. Over 
75 percent of women murdered by an 
intimate partner have been stalked by 
that partner. Advances in technology 
have given stalkers ever-increasing ac-
cess to their victim’s personal informa-
tion, making the victim even more vul-
nerable. 

I’d like to commend my Judiciary 
Committee colleague, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. POE), for his leader-
ship on this issue. I urge my colleagues 
to join me in supporting House Resolu-
tion 82. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, I 

yield myself as much time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Speaker, I’m proud to have 
introduced House Resolution 82, estab-
lishing January as National Stalking 
Awareness Month. 

I hope this resolution serves as a uni-
fying force for the community leaders, 
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policy-makers, and victim service pro-
viders. The goal of this resolution is to 
raise awareness and encourage preven-
tion of stalking by establishing Janu-
ary 2009 as National Stalking Aware-
ness Month. 

Stalking, conduct intended to instill 
fear in a victim, is a crime that occurs 
in every State in our country. As the 
cochair and founder of the Congres-
sional Victims Rights Caucus, I have 
spoken to countless victims and victim 
service providers about the dangers of 
stalking and the tragedies that have 
occurred in their lives. 

A January 2009 report from the De-
partment of Justice Bureau of Justice 
Statistics found that during a 1-year 
period an estimated 3,400,000 people in 
America reported being stalked. Ac-
cording to the National Center for Vic-
tims of Crime, this is an increase of 2 
million victims per year in the last 
decade. These statistics are a jarring 
reminder of the scope and seriousness 
of this crime. 

The Department’s study also found 
that nearly three out of four victims 
knew their stalker, and approximately 
one in four victims reported some form 
of cyberstalking. 

Stalkers pursue and harass their vic-
tims and are often relentless. 
Cyberstalkers systemically flood their 
target’s e-mail inbox with obscene, 
hateful or threatening messages. 

Cyberstalkers may also assume the 
identity of their victim and post infor-
mation, fictitious or not, to solicit un-
wanted responses from other people. 
Although cyberstalking does not in-
volve physical contact with a victim, it 
is still a serious crime. The widespread 
use of the Internet and the ease with 
which hackers can find personal infor-
mation has made this form of stalking 
more accessible to criminals. 

By establishing January 2009 as Na-
tional Stalking Awareness Month, Con-
gress can help to educate Americans 
about the severity of stalking and en-
courage victims to report these crimes 
to the police. We recognize and applaud 
the many law enforcement agencies 
and victims’ services for their effort to 
combat stalking and increase aware-
ness of services available to stalking 
victims. 

Stalking has only been criminalized 
for 28 years. Unlike domestic violence 
stalking is about power and control 
over the victim. While stalking is now 
a crime in all 50 States, the District of 
Columbia and the Federal Government, 
stalking often leads to other crimes, 
including physical assault, sexual as-
sault and sometimes homicide. Stalk-
ing laws are basic to the individual 
right of each person in this country to 
be left alone and their right of privacy. 

The best way to attack the threat of 
stalking is through law enforcement 
and education, and I encourage victim 
service providers, law enforcement 
prosecutors and community leaders to 
promote awareness of stalking, and I 
thank them for their efforts every day 
in making the lives of victims better. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
resolution. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 

Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. POE of Texas. I yield 4 minutes 
to the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
CULBERSON). 

Mr. CULBERSON. Madam Speaker, 
Judge POE is exactly right. Our most 
fundamental right as Americans is the 
right to be left alone. It is important 
legislation and appreciate the judge 
bringing it to us. 

We’re going to hear from our good 
friend Congressman ROYCE in a minute 
who has been working on this legisla-
tion for many years. We will hear from 
him in just a moment. 

I want to make sure, however, we as 
a Congress are focused on the financial 
hurricane stalking America just over 
the horizon. The financial, really if 
we’re not careful, the urgency of this 
financial hurricane is something we 
cannot afford to ignore any longer. 

We, as a Congress, have as our high-
est priority again the preservation of 
the security and financial safety of fu-
ture generations. We’re guardians of 
the Treasury. We’re responsible for en-
suring that we’re not spending money 
we don’t have; yet this so-called stim-
ulus bill has added to the urgency of 
this financial hurricane stalk in Amer-
ica. 

This $1.3 trillion spending spree that 
the new liberal majority has engaged 
has, in fact, created at least 32 new 
Federal programs at a cost of about 
$137 billion. This spending spree of $1.3 
trillion over these 17 legislative days 
has a lot more to do with expanding 
the power base of the liberal majority 
and growing the Federal Government’s 
power than it does with stimulating 
the economy. 

In my opinion, this legislation will 
do, in fact, far more to turn America 
into France ultimately than it will to 
restore the strength and vibrancy of 
America’s free market economy, and 
that’s the best way to stave off this fi-
nancial hurricane stalking America 
today. 

We, I think, as fiscal conservatives 
may be outnumbered today, Madam 
Speaker, but we have an obligation to 
stand up and speak out at every oppor-
tunity. We are entrusted by our con-
stituents with the responsibility to lay 
out thoughtful, fiscally responsible al-
ternatives to the profligate spending 
we see coming from the other side. At 
a time of real national emergency, 
when we’re seeing disturbing trends in 
job losses, when average Americans 
want to make sure that we as a Con-
gress are being only good stewards of 
their money, well, what are we doing 
to ensure the security of their next 
paycheck? What are we doing to reas-
sure Americans that we’re doing every-
thing in our power to protect the secu-
rity of their job, to make sure that 
they don’t have fear stalking their 
household that they are going to lose 

their job or lose the security of that 
health care coverage that they’ve al-
ways had? 

This liberal majority, instead, has 
been focused on creating brand new 
programs to pay for public school con-
struction. That’s an area that the Fed-
eral Government has traditionally 
steered away from because of the mas-
sive cost. This stimulus bill that, 
again, is going to do far more to grow 
the government than grow the econ-
omy, this stimulus bill promoted by 
the new liberal majority in Congress, 
has set aside about $14 billion for 
school modernization and repair; $6 bil-
lion for higher education moderniza-
tion and repair. That means for the 
first time that Federal taxpayers are 
assuming the responsibility for re-
building and repairing local public 
school buildings, all these traditionally 
the responsibility of local taxpayers, 
locally issued bonds by school districts 
and universities across the country. 

I know the Houston Independent 
School District tells me just to com-
plete, off-the-cuff figure, they estimate 
they’ve got in the Houston Independent 
School District alone about $4 to $5 bil-
lion worth of need to rebuild, repair ex-
isting school buildings. Imagine the 
size of that obligation that this new 
liberal majority has now created for fu-
ture generations to pay for. 

We are in this, as fiscal conserv-
atives, doing everything in our power 
to enlighten the American people, to 
let the public know, Madam Speaker, 
that there’s a thoughtful, fiscally con-
servative alternative out there, Amer-
ica. We want to cut your taxes and cut 
spending to get this economy moving. 
We vigorously oppose this effort to 
grow the government and saddle future 
generations with more debt. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. ROYCE). He is the origi-
nal sponsor of the stalking legislation. 

Mr. ROYCE. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I also agree that on the issue on this 
omnibus spending spree that we’re call-
ing a stimulus bill, that where we in-
crease from $1 trillion, add another 
trillion and push up the deficit to 10 
percent of the GDP, this is not the an-
swer. 

But let me talk for a minute about 
the stalker bill because I’m the author 
of the first stalker act, both here in the 
Federal Government and at the State 
level in California. 

In Orange County, California, we had 
four young women who were killed in 
the span of 6 weeks, and law enforce-
ment had told me at the time that if 
they had been able to intervene they 
could have protected them. One law en-
forcement officer said the hardest 
thing he ever had to do in his life, he 
was waiting to try to apprehend the 
man who was going to kill his 
girlfriend. The man succeeded and then 
killed himself. It was 30 seconds too 
late for the officer to prevent that, or 
a minute too late. 
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So the Federal law and the State law, 

the California law has now, frankly, 
been copied by all 50 States. But I 
wanted to share with my colleagues 
here that our Federal anti-stalker law 
has now been passed in Japan. It’s been 
passed in countries in Europe and else-
where around the world. I’m still get-
ting calls from legislators about the 
need to set up this deterrence, so that 
when a credible threat is given against 
a victim of a crime, she knows when 
she’s being threatened and stalked, 
that that’s a felony, that she can take 
out a restraining order; she can thus 
make that a felony and get law en-
forcement involved in order to protect 
her. 

Let me just say that I think this res-
olution is important because what it 
does is raise the level of awareness 
around the country as to the necessity 
of not only law enforcement, judges, 
but the average citizen to be aware of 
this. And those who are involved, men 
and women who are involved in stalk-
ing their victims should understand 
that under State and Federal law they 
risk serving serious time in Federal 
and State penitentiary if they continue 
with this pattern of threats and behav-
ior. 

Let me also say that I think that in 
our society it is really time to figure 
out how the victims can get access to 
the information about the laws that we 
pass, because too many times we have 
people—and this even includes in law 
enforcement—who are not cognizant of 
the fact that they can step in here and 
get involved and prevent serious harm 
before it occurs. 

So just in closing and yielding back 
my time, I commend the sponsors and 
cosponsors of this resolution, because 
in calling attention to this special 
week, National Stalking Awareness 
Month, calling attention to this, my 
hope is that all of you can make those 
potential victims of this crime more 
knowledgeable so that they understand 
they have recourse, so that steps can 
be taken before they’re physically 
harmed. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. RADANOVICH). 

Mr. RADANOVICH. I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas for that. 

Last week, Madam Speaker, I joined 
a bipartisan group of colleagues in op-
posing a recklessly wasteful economic 
stimulus package that promised $32 bil-
lion for my home State of California, 
currently suffering from 8.2 percent un-
employment. 

California does not need $32 billion 
worth of spending to stimulate the 
economy because, at the same time, 
our State water supply has been hi-
jacked by the irresponsible Endangered 
Species Act. A simple flip of the switch 
at the pumps at the Sacramento-San 
Joaquin Delta could save 40,000 jobs 
and rescue a $90 billion industry from 
the brink of disaster. 

Instead, my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle seem more interested 

in spending money like drunken sailors 
and watch the Endangered Species Act 
literally dehydrate one of America’s 
most prosperous industries. 

b 1515 

Every one of my colleagues from 
California has no excuse not to join me 
in calling for a temporary suspension 
of the Endangered Species Act to im-
mediately start the flow of water from 
the delta pumps in California. 

Mr. POE of Texas. I yield 2 minutes 
to the gentleman from Utah (Mr. 
CHAFFETZ). 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. I congratulate my 
colleague, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. POE). This is a great piece of legis-
lation. 

There are too many of our fellow citi-
zens who don’t feel the safety and secu-
rity that the rest of America feels. 
They feel the weight of somebody 
watching them or pestering them. 
They are worried about that when they 
go to the grocery store, they are wor-
ried about that when they go to the gas 
station. There’s a feeling that sinks in 
on you that all too many people recog-
nize. And this will address the stalking 
component of it. It’s something that I 
think the rest of America also feels 
when they look at our economy and 
what this Congress is failing to do. It’s 
failing to be responsible with the peo-
ple’s money. It’s not the government’s 
money. 

As we look at $10-plus trillion debt 
and a so-called stimulus bill that I 
think most of us recognize will not 
stimulate the economy, we can only 
look at that and recognize that it’s our 
children and grandchildren that will be 
burdened with this debt. That they will 
have to pay it. 

We are $10 trillion in debt. Last year, 
we paid $429 billion just in interest on 
that debt. And the people that I talk 
to, the people from Utah and from 
around the country that are peppering 
us with information and feedback, are 
absolutely fed up. They don’t want to 
have that burden. And every time we 
spend a dollar, a dollar we don’t have, 
and can’t afford, we create a burden 
upon the American family. 

$50 million for the National Endow-
ment for the Arts. It will do nothing to 
stimulate our economy. Absolutely 
nothing. $650 million for the conversion 
to digital television, for goodness sake. 
We don’t have the money to do that. 
$13 million for research related to vol-
unteer service; $70 million for a support 
computer for climate research; $524 
million to create, ‘‘388 jobs in the 
United States’’ through the State De-
partment Capital Investment Fund. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. I’d like to refocus. The purpose 
of this bill has to do with stalking. A 
few years ago, most of us didn’t even 
know what stalking was. And now, 
most Americans know someone or per-
sonally have been affected by a stalker 
out there, whether it’s a physical 
stalker or whether it’s someone on 

cyberspace. It has become a growing 
crime in this country. 

Madam Speaker, as I mentioned be-
fore, I think the Constitution, in es-
sence, says one thing—that we, as peo-
ple, as individuals, have the right to be 
left alone. And criminals who stalk to 
harass and to put fear in the souls and 
the minds of individuals should be, of 
course, prosecuted. 

I thank Mr. ROYCE for his endeavors 
years ago to make this crime a na-
tional crime, and also an awareness of 
most individuals. So I urge support of 
this legislation, this resolution. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 

Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Madam Speaker, we have been lec-
tured again by the party that authored 
the economic mess that we have been 
in for the last 8 years about economic 
theory. I just want to remind everyone 
what that economic theory created. It 
erased a $51⁄2 trillion surplus and re-
placed it with at least a $31⁄2 trillion 
debt. There was no comment about fis-
cal responsibility and our grand-
children paying off the debt while they 
were doing that to public. 

And, while overspending the budget 
by $9 trillion, or even more, they in-
credibly managed to produce the worst 
job performance since the Great De-
pression. And now they are criticizing 
those who support the economic theory 
that created the $51⁄2 trillion surplus 
and tens of millions of jobs. 

If you just want to look at economic 
activity, and not just the jobs, if you 
look at what happened to the Dow 
Jones Industrial Average. If the last 8 
years of the Dow Jones Industrial Av-
erage had done in the last 8 years what 
it had done during the preceding 8 
years under the Democratic economic 
theory, the Dow Jones Industrial Aver-
age would be approximately four times 
bigger than it is now. 

So look at your 401(k) and imagine if 
it had been four times bigger. That is 
where it would be if the economic re-
sults of the Democratic theory of the 
1990s had been in effect. I think most of 
the people would like to see their 
401(k)s and IRAs four times bigger than 
it is today. 

So we will let the people decide 
which economic theory they would 
rather have—the one that we have been 
lectured from, or the one that was put 
into effect in 1993 and the one we are 
trying to get the economy back on 
track with a stimulus package, which 
many economists think is too small for 
the big mess that we are in. 

In any case, Madam Speaker, I’d like 
to thank the gentleman from Texas for 
introducing the legislation estab-
lishing January, 2009, as National 
Stalking Awareness Month. I hope that 
we would adopt the resolution. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT) that the House suspend the 
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rules and agree to the resolution, H. 
Res. 82. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, 
on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

NATIONAL TEEN DATING VIO-
LENCE AWARENESS AND PRE-
VENTION WEEK 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and agree to the resolution (H. Res. 
103) supporting the goals and ideals of 
National Teen Dating Violence Aware-
ness and Prevention Week. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The text of the resolution is as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 103 

Whereas communities across the country 
carry out activities to raise awareness about 
teen dating violence during the week of Feb-
ruary 2 through February 6, 2009; 

Whereas 1 in 11 adolescents reports being a 
victim of physical dating violence; 

Whereas 1 in 5 teenagers in a serious rela-
tionship reports having been hit, slapped, or 
pushed by a partner; 

Whereas 1 in 3 female teenagers in a dating 
relationship has feared for her physical safe-
ty; 

Whereas more than 1 in 4 teenagers have 
been in a relationship where a partner is ver-
bally abusive; 

Whereas 27 percent of teenagers have been 
in dating relationships in which their part-
ners called them names or put them down; 

Whereas 40 percent of the youngest teens, 
those between the ages of 11 and 12, report 
that they have friends who are victims of 
verbal abuse in dating relationships; 

Whereas 1 in 5 teenagers between the ages 
of 13 and 14 say they have friends who are 
victims of dating violence; 

Whereas 1 in 2 teenagers in a serious rela-
tionship has compromised personal beliefs to 
please a partner; 

Whereas 29 percent of girls who have been 
in a relationship said that they have been 
pressured to have sex or to engage in sexual 
activities that they did not want; 

Whereas technologies such as cell phones 
and the Internet have made dating abuse 
more pervasive and more hidden; 

Whereas 30 percent of teenagers who have 
been in a dating relationship say that they 
have been text-messaged between 10 and 30 
times per hour by a partner seeking to find 
out where they are, what they are doing, or 
who they are with; 

Whereas 72 percent of teenagers who re-
ported that they had been checked up on by 
a boyfriend or girlfriend 10 times per hour or 
more by email or text messaging did not tell 
their parents; 

Whereas parents are largely unaware of the 
cell phone and Internet harassment experi-
enced by teenagers; 

Whereas nearly 3 in 4 teens say that dating 
relationships usually begin at age 14 or 
younger; 

Whereas 69 percent of all teenagers who 
had sex by age 14 said they have experienced 

1 or more types of abuse in a dating relation-
ship; 

Whereas violent relationships in adoles-
cence can have serious ramifications for vic-
tims, putting them at higher risk for sub-
stance abuse, eating disorders, risky sexual 
behavior, suicide, and revictimization as 
adults; 

Whereas the severity of violence among in-
timate partners has been shown to be greater 
in cases where the pattern of violence has 
been established in adolescence; and 

Whereas National Teen Dating Violence 
Awareness and Prevention Week benefits 
schools, communities, families, and individ-
uals, regardless of socioeconomic status, 
race, or sex: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives— 

(1) supports the goals and ideals of Na-
tional Teen Dating Violence Awareness and 
Prevention Week to raise awareness of teen 
dating violence in the Nation; 

(2) encourages the people of the United 
States, State and local officials, middle 
schools and high schools, law enforcement 
agencies, and other interested groups to ob-
serve National Teen Dating Violence Aware-
ness and Prevention Week with appropriate 
programs and activities that promote aware-
ness that teen dating violence is a crime and 
to encourage efforts to prevent and deter it; 
and 

(3) supports a reexamination of the Na-
tion’s criminal and civil laws regarding teen 
dating violence to ensure that such laws cre-
ate an effective deterrent. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members have 5 legislative days to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous materials on the reso-
lution under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection? 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. I yield myself 

such time as I may consume. 
Madam Speaker, House Resolution 

103 designates this week, February 2 
through February 6, as National Teen 
Dating Violence Awareness and Pre-
vention Week. It is designed to bring 
public attention to the problem of teen 
dating violence, and the need for more 
effective prevention and deterrence. 

According to the recent report by the 
National Council on Crime and Delin-
quency, approximately one in three ad-
olescent girls in the United States be-
comes a victim of emotional, verbal, or 
physical abuse from a dating partner. 
This alarming statistic far exceeds 
rates at which other types of violence 
are affecting youth in this country. 

The study also find that girls exposed 
to dating violence are more likely to 
be subjected to other forms of violence. 
These victims are also more likely to 
engage in unsafe sexual activity, to 
have a higher incidence of substance 
abuse, and to have thought about or at-
tempted suicide, than boys or girls 
that have not been abused. 

The study revealed that most victims 
of dating violence are subject to mul-
tiple acts of violence and aggressive be-
havior, which increases in frequency 
and intensity. For example, 63 percent 
of young people who reported having 
been slapped, hit, or kicked by their 
partner indicated that the abuse oc-
curred on two or more occasions. 

Teenage girls are more likely than 
adult women to be victims of dating vi-
olence, and are more likely to be in-
jured as a result of that violence. 

With deaths and injuries resulting 
from teen dating violence on the in-
crease, we must recognize this type of 
behavior as a crime as well as a serious 
public health concern. We must ensure 
that our young people are made aware 
of the seriousness of these offenses. 
And ensure that our laws provide an ef-
fective deterrent. 

Today’s resolution should encourage 
families and communities around the 
country to educate their young people 
about this problem, and to seek their 
help in preventing it. I’d like to com-
mend the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
LEWIS) for his leadership in introducing 
this resolution. I urge my colleagues to 
join me in supporting the resolution. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. I rise in support of this resolu-
tion, which supports the goals and 
ideals of National Teen Dating Vio-
lence Awareness and Prevention Week. 
I want to commend the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS) for spon-
soring this legislation. 

This nationwide effort seeks to in-
crease public awareness and educate 
citizens about the prevalence of dating 
violence. The Teen Dating Violence 
Awareness and Prevention Initiative 
was spearheaded by teenagers across 
the Nation who chose to take a stand 
and put a stop to teen dating violence. 
The Initiative began in 2004, and is now 
supported by over 50 national, State, 
and local organizations. 

The call to end teen dating violence 
was formally recognized by the House 
in 2006. Including today, this body has 
three times designated the first week 
in February ‘‘National Teen Dating Vi-
olence Awareness and Prevention 
Week’’ in an effort to bring more public 
awareness to a problem confronting to-
day’s teens. 

Last year, an organization called 
Teen Research Unlimited surveyed par-
ents, teens, and tweens—tween is some-
one between 11 and 14, Madam Speak-
er—about dating violence. The results 
of this poll demonstrated the depth of 
the problem of teen dating violence. 

According to the poll, one in five 
teens who have been in a serious rela-
tionship report being struck in anger— 
either kicked, hit, slapped or 
punched—by a boyfriend or girlfriend. 
Further, one in three girls who have 
been in serious relationships say they 
have been concerned about being phys-
ically hurt by the individual that they 
are concerned about. 
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However, dating violence among chil-

dren is not limited to physical, emo-
tional, and sexual assault. It can also 
take on the form of harassment via 
computer or cell phone text messaging 
or e-mail. In fact, 40 percent of the 
tweens who have dated now know 
friends who have been called names, 
put down, or insulted via cell phones or 
social networking sites such as 
MySpace and Facebook. 

National Teen Dating Violence 
Awareness and Prevention Week pro-
vides an opportunity for parents to en-
gage their children about dating vio-
lence and abusive relationships. The 
Teen Research Unlimited poll indicates 
that parents often do not know that 
their children are in relationships, let 
alone abusive relationships. 

More than three times as many 
tweens—20 percent—as parents—six 
percent—admit that parents know lit-
tle or nothing about the dating rela-
tionships of those tweens. 

I encourage parents to use this week 
to talk with their children about dat-
ing and violence. To start the dialog, 
parents or teens can call the National 
Teen Dating Abuse Helpline at 866–331– 
9474. The Helpline promotes awareness 
of healthy dating relationships by 
making vital resources available to 
help teens experiencing dating violence 
and abusive relationships. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
this House resolution. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 

Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the sponsor of the resolu-
tion, the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
LEWIS). 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Madam 
Speaker, I want to thank Chairman 
SCOTT for yielding. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today in support of this resolution 
that I introduced that supports Na-
tional Teen Dating Violence Awareness 
and Prevention Week. 

Let me begin by thanking Chairman 
CONYERS and Chairman SCOTT and all 
of the staff who worked so hard to 
bring this resolution to the floor. 
Youth dating violence is a trend that is 
spreading across our country. It does 
not discriminate based on race, sex, 
class, or sexual orientation. 

b 1530 

In 2005 many of my colleagues and I 
mourned the loss of April Love. She 
was an outstanding Congressional 
Black Caucus Foundation summer in-
tern from Arkansas who was killed by 
her boyfriend. April was really a shin-
ing star, a southern belle, with a heart 
of gold and a brain to match. 

In the past few years, metro Atlanta 
witnessed similar, terrible incidents of 
youth dating violence. In separate 
cases, two teenage girls were shot and 
killed by their abusive boyfriends. 

Some relationships that begin inno-
cently enough soon spiral out of con-
trol, and no one has any idea how they 
missed the signs. And technology has 
made it easier for abusive relationships 

to go undetected by parents and loved 
ones. 

We must bring attention to this un-
believable series of incidents that are 
spreading around our country. Fear, 
stalking, violence, and abuse are unac-
ceptable and always shocking. 

Madam Speaker, we must break this 
chain and educate young people about 
the importance of developing healthy 
relationships. 

During this week, I urge all of my 
colleagues to educate themselves and 
all of their citizens about this impor-
tant issue. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Louisiana (Mr. SCALISE). 

Mr. SCALISE. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Texas for 
yielding me this time. 

Our country is facing tough economic 
times. When you look across the coun-
try, you see families tightening their 
belts. You see States cutting back to 
balance their budgets. Washington 
seems to be the only place that is going 
on a wild spending spree during these 
tough economic times. We need to help 
our families and our businesses and our 
entrepreneurs by providing tax relief to 
create good jobs, rather than saddling 
our children and grandchildren with 
hundreds of billions of dollars in addi-
tional national debt. 

As we debate the importance of stim-
ulating our economy, it is critical that 
we act responsibly and that we get it 
right this time. 

The Democratic leadership’s massive 
spending bill does not do enough to 
help middle-class families and small 
businesses. A Congressional Budget Of-
fice report just came out saying that 
more than half of the Democrats’ pro-
posed spending bill will not even begin 
until after 2010. This defeats the pur-
pose of stimulus. 

I have joined with other Members of 
Congress to propose an alternative plan 
called the Economic Recovery and Mid-
dle Class Tax Relief Act of 2009. H.R. 
470 focuses on cutting taxes to create 
jobs quickly and get our Nation’s econ-
omy back on track. Rather than adding 
hundreds of billions of dollars in new 
national debt, our alternative plan will 
create jobs by cutting taxes for middle 
class families and small businesses, 
while also protecting future genera-
tions by reining in out-of-control 
spending here in Washington, D.C. 

When President Barack Obama called 
for a bill to stimulate our Nation’s 
economy, I don’t think he or the Amer-
ican people expected it to be hijacked 
by the liberals in Congress and turned 
into a big government spending bill. 

Last week there were a dozen Demo-
crats who joined in a bipartisan vote 
against this massive spending bill. In 
fact, just yesterday the Speaker of the 
House’s spokesperson said of those vot-
ing against the spending bill, ‘‘Many of 
the districts are more conservative and 
they campaigned on fiscal responsi-
bility, and we understand that.’’ 

What the Speaker of the House was 
saying is she is recognizing that people 

who voted against the bill last week 
were voting for fiscal responsibility. 
The American people are learning more 
about this bill every day, and they are 
starting to recognize that it is nothing 
more than a wild spending bill of 
failed, old, big government programs. 

We need to set a different path. We 
need to get it right this time. We need 
to pass a bill that actually cuts taxes 
and gets our economy back on track. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. LEWIS). 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. I would like 
to thank my colleague for yielding. I 
have been sitting here and I have been 
listening to the people on the other 
side. It is unbelievable; it is unreal. 
Our country is in trouble; deep trouble. 
The economy is in a ditch. 

This President has offered a plan, a 
plan that he believes and 85 percent of 
the American people believe that it 
will work. Have you been reading the 
newspapers, watching television, or 
seeing the polls? 

It is time for us to wake up and do 
what is right, do what is fair. 

When President Clinton left the 
White House, he left a surplus. He put 
more than 22 million people to work. 
Under the last administration, you left 
a debt. Hundreds and thousands of mil-
lions of citizens have lost their jobs, 
and now you are standing here today 
whining. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Utah (Mr. CHAFFETZ). 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Madam Speaker, 
while I rise in support of the goals and 
ideals of National Teen Dating Vio-
lence Awareness and Prevention Week, 
I have to say that I have been reading 
the polls and I have been listening to 
the people who have called in. And 
they have come in from across the Na-
tion. They do not believe because they 
know that this stimulus package that 
is moving forward will not grow jobs. 

We want to spend $100 million to re-
duce the hazards of lead-based paint. It 
is time we do get serious about what is 
going on in this country. More govern-
ment spending, deficit spending, is not 
the way to our future. It is absolutely 
not the way to our future. We are run-
ning this government on a credit card, 
and it is wrong. 

The people can’t live their lives on a 
credit card, and those who do are in 
trouble. It is a sinking, deep-seated 
feeling. And those of us here rep-
resenting our States, we all care pas-
sionately about this country. Nobody 
has a monopoly on pride. Nobody has a 
monopoly on patriotism. We all want 
to do what is best for our country. 

But I am also here to say that all of 
this spending is not the way we are 
going to solve our problems. When gov-
ernment comes in and picks winners 
and losers, there are too many people 
who lose. 

I am a freshman here. I am first to 
tell you the Republicans who had the 
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House, the Senate and the Presidency, 
they blew it. But we also have to come 
to grips that it is this House of Rep-
resentatives that over the last 2 years 
has controlled the United States Con-
gress. They are the ones who have 
spent the money. They are the ones 
who have control. And there is plenty 
of blame to go around. The question is 
how are we going to move forward? 

When you look down this laundry 
list, $110 million to the Farm Service 
Agency to upgrade computer systems, 
everybody knows that is not going to 
get somebody a job. 

We need a game changer in this coun-
try. Putting more money onto our 
credit cards is not the way we are 
going to solve our problems. 

This laundry list of things that 
passed this body and that the Senate is 
contemplating, $200 million for public 
computer centers at a community col-
lege is not going to grow our economy; 
$10 million to inspect canals in urban 
areas, probably a worthy project, but 
we have a $3.1 trillion budget. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. POE of Texas. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional minute. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. There is $13 million 
for research related to volunteer serv-
ice. We need a game changer in this 
country. We need to look at tax policy, 
and we need to look at those things 
that are actually going to grow this 
economy. 

We have a $3.1 trillion budget in this 
country. We have offered stimulus 
packages. We have offered bailouts. 
Maybe the way to grow our economy is 
not to try to spend every dollar that 
comes before this body. It is the Amer-
ican people’s money. It is not our 
money. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. CULBERSON). 

Mr. CULBERSON. Madam Speaker, it 
has been my privilege to serve along-
side the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
LEWIS) who I admire. The man is a leg-
end and a great leader in the civil 
rights movement. He is a thoughtful 
man with a good heart and sincere 
principles. These are sincere, earnest 
differences of principle here, Mr. 
LEWIS. We have deep concern for the 
future course of the Nation, the finan-
cial solvency of the country. And it is 
a source of real concern to us. Teen vi-
olence is a source of concern, but I 
have to tell you, the reason we are 
speaking out here today is we have had 
so little opportunity to speak out in 
committee. There has been so little de-
bate in committee and on this floor of 
this massive spending bill, not enough 
time to educate the American public 
about the details of the bill because it 
was dropped on us with so little notice, 
written largely in secret, dropped into 
the Appropriations Committee and the 
Ways and Means Committee without 
much notice to the public, without an 
opportunity for them to scrutinize it. 

We are spending $1.3 trillion in 17 leg-
islative days when the annual discre-

tionary budget of the United States is 
about $900 billion, prepared very 
thoughtfully and carefully over many 
months by the Appropriations Com-
mittee with hundreds of hearings and 
witnesses and thoughtful deliberation. 
All of us want to see this economy get 
back on track and get us out of the 
ditch, but it is just self-evident that in 
17 legislative days, with a few hours of 
committee hearing, a few hours of floor 
debate, for this liberal majority in Con-
gress to spend $1.3 trillion, and then 
the very best we have heard is you guys 
hope it is going to work, it is not 
enough. 

As the gentleman from Utah said 
quite eloquently, we are living on a na-
tional credit card. This is like we are 
paying the mortgage with a 
MasterCard. I think it was Winston 
Churchill who said for a nation to at-
tempt to tax and spend its way into 
prosperity is like a man standing in a 
bucket attempting to lift himself up. 
This is not the way for this Nation to 
get the economy moving again. 

We as a fiscally conservative minor-
ity have come together to stand behind 
a package of tax cuts that would imme-
diately allow people to spend and in-
vest their own money, to save or to 
spend it, to create jobs as they wish. 
We as a fiscally conservative minority 
have few opportunities in the House to 
speak directly to the American people, 
so this opportunity we have here today 
to talk about teen violence and to 
think about the safety and security of 
future generations is one of the few op-
portunities we have, Mr. LEWIS, to lay 
out in all sincerity a very earnest and 
heartfelt, principle-based difference of 
opinion with the liberal majority, that 
we want to see this Nation succeed and 
be prosperous. And we know in our 
hearts, common sense tells us, that the 
way to prosperity is not through more 
spending based on debt. The way back 
to prosperity is by cutting profligate 
spending and cutting taxes so the 
American people have more of their 
own money to invest and save and to 
create jobs for the future. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. OLSON). 

Mr. OLSON. Madam Speaker, I thank 
my friend. 

I was just home. I am proud to tell 
the body I was just home in my home 
State this past weekend. After that 
and after our vote last week, it is clear 
to me that the American people and 
the people in the 22nd District of Texas 
get it. Quite simply, they realize we 
cannot spend our way out of the cur-
rent predicament. It is not fair to fu-
ture generations. 

God has blessed me. I have a beau-
tiful 12-year-old daughter and an out-
standing 8-year-old son. I ran for Con-
gress because we cannot continue to 
spend like we see up here in Wash-
ington, D.C. We cannot put that burden 
on that generation. If we don’t take 
courageous steps here now, this year, 
that generation, my son’s generation, 

my grandson’s generation, if God 
blesses me with grandchildren, they 
are going to be the first generation in 
American history that are going to be 
collectively less well off than the pre-
ceding ones; and that is wrong. 

We Republicans have a plan, a plan 
that will bolster our economy. It will 
offer jobs, get jobs created quickly by 
tax cuts, tax cuts to families, small 
businesses, and entrepreneurs. That 
works. It is proven. 

We had bipartisan opposition here on 
the floor of the House last week. The 
American people get it. The people in 
the 22nd District of Texas get it. We 
cannot continue to mortgage our chil-
dren’s future. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Louisiana (Mr. FLEMING). 

Mr. FLEMING. Madam Speaker, I am 
very concerned today about teen vio-
lence. There is a lot we need to do 
about teen violence. But in dealing 
with the stimulus bill, I see that we are 
spending our money every place but 
teen violence. The stimulus bill passed 
by the House last week and now pend-
ing in the Senate is nothing more than 
a Trojan horse. It has all of the labels 
that make it sound effective, but when 
we look into the details, we see a myr-
iad of new social programs and entitle-
ments, busting our budget for many 
years to come. 

Economists uniformly insist that a 
stimulus package must be quick and 
create jobs. The version that just 
passed does neither. They have shown 
us that cutting tax rates for individ-
uals and small businesses is the best 
way to accomplish this. 

Madam Speaker, I support the Re-
publican alternative that would imme-
diately boost our economy by cutting 
taxes for those who actually pay them. 
This plan would create 6 million jobs 
over the next 2 years. That is twice the 
jobs at half the cost. This plan saves 
future generations from a crushing 
debt burden, and shows that Congress 
can act in a fiscally responsible way. I 
realize that the stimulus package is 
currently in the Senate, but if it comes 
back, I really think that we need to 
make a very complete reconstruction 
of the stimulus bill. I ask that we 
make this Trojan horse a dead horse, 
and that we pass commonsense legisla-
tion to get this economy back on a 
sound footing. 

b 1545 

Mr. POE of Texas. Madam Speaker, 
we have no other speakers on this bill. 
I urge its adoption. Once again, I want 
to thank Mr. LEWIS from Georgia for 
sponsoring this legislation. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 

Speaker, again we’ve been lectured on 
economic theories. And we agree that 
there is a significant difference be-
tween the two sides on economic the-
ory. And we’ve been begged to adopt 
the economic theory proposed by those 
on the other side. 
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I would just want to inquire exactly 

what result they like as a result of 
their economic theories? We’ve heard 
about paying the mortgage with the 
credit card. Well, the result in the eco-
nomic theory from that side was an 
elimination of a $51⁄2 trillion surplus 
and the creation of a $31⁄2 trillion def-
icit mostly created by borrowing from 
foreign governments. Exactly what 
part of that is good? What part of job 
creation is good? Tens of millions of 
jobs were created under the Demo-
cratic economic theories, worse job 
performance since the Great Depres-
sion was under the Republican theo-
ries. What is good about that? What is 
good about income over the last 8 
years, median income that has actually 
gone down? It went up $7,000 a family 
during the 1990s. It went down over the 
last 8 years. What is good about that? 
What is good about the Dow Jones In-
dustrial Average going down? It more 
than tripled from 1993 through 2000, 
more than tripled. It has actually gone 
down. Exactly what is good about that? 

We’ve been lectured over and over 
again about how great these theories 
are. Maybe they don’t like jobs. Maybe 
they like a deficit. Maybe they like in-
comes going down or the Dow Jones In-
dustrial Average going down. I would 
like to see the Dow Jones Industrial 
Average go up, income go up, surplus 
rather than deficits and jobs created. 
But we will let the people decide. 

In the meantime, we would like to 
thank the gentleman from Georgia for 
introducing the National Teen Dating 
Violence Awareness and Prevention 
Week and hope that we will adopt the 
resolution. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the resolution, H. 
Res. 103. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

REDUCING OVER-CLASSIFICATION 
ACT OF 2009 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 
Madam Speaker, I move to suspend the 
rules and pass the bill (H.R. 553) to re-
quire the Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity to develop a strategy to prevent 
the over-classification of homeland se-
curity and other information and to 
promote the sharing of unclassified 
homeland security and other informa-
tion, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 
H.R. 553 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Reducing 
Over-Classification Act of 2009’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 
(1) A key conclusion in the Final Report of 

the National Commission on Terrorist At-
tacks Upon the United States (commonly 
known as the ‘‘9/11 Commission’’) was the 
need to prevent over-classification by the 
Federal Government. 

(2) The 9/11 Commission and others have 
observed that the over-classification of 
homeland security information interferes 
with accurate, actionable, and timely home-
land security information sharing, increases 
the cost of information security, and need-
lessly limits public access to information. 

(3) The over-classification problem, which 
has worsened since the 9/11 attacks, causes 
considerable confusion about what informa-
tion can be shared with whom both inter-
nally at the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity and with its external partners. This 
problem negatively impacts the dissemina-
tion of homeland security information to the 
Department’s State, local, tribal, and terri-
torial homeland security and law enforce-
ment partners, private sector customers, and 
the public. 

(4) Excessive government secrecy stands in 
the way of a safer and more secure home-
land. This trend is antithetical to the cre-
ation and operation of the information shar-
ing environment established under section 
1016 of the Intelligence Reform and Ter-
rorism Prevention Act of 2004 (6 U.S.C. 485), 
and must be halted and reversed. 

(5) To do so, the Department should start 
with the understanding that all depart-
mental information that is not properly clas-
sified, or marked as controlled unclassified 
information and otherwise exempt from dis-
closure, should be made available to mem-
bers of the public pursuant to section 552 of 
title 5, United States Code (commonly re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Freedom of Information 
Act’’). 

(6) The Department should also develop 
and administer policies, procedures, and pro-
grams that promote compliance with appli-
cable laws, executive orders, and other au-
thorities pertaining to the proper use of clas-
sification markings and the United States 
National Archives and Records Administra-
tion policies implementing them. 
SEC. 3. OVER-CLASSIFICATION PREVENTION 

WITHIN THE DEPARTMENT OF 
HOMELAND SECURITY. 

Subtitle A of title II of the Homeland Se-
curity Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 121 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 
‘‘SEC. 210F. OVER-CLASSIFICATION PREVENTION 

PROGRAM. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall de-

velop and administer policies, procedures, 
and programs within the Department to pre-
vent the over-classification of homeland se-
curity information, terrorism information, 
weapons of mass destruction information, 
and other information within the scope of 
the information sharing environment estab-
lished under section 1016 of the Intelligence 
Reform and Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004 
(6 U.S.C. 485) that must be disseminated to 
prevent and to collectively respond to acts of 
terrorism. The Secretary shall coordinate 
with the Archivist of the United States and 
consult with representatives of State, local, 
tribal, and territorial government and law 

enforcement, organizations with expertise in 
civil rights, civil liberties, and government 
oversight, and the private sector, as appro-
priate, to develop such policies, procedures, 
and programs. 

‘‘(b) REQUIREMENTS.—Not later than one 
year after the date of the enactment of the 
Reducing Over-Classification Act of 2009, the 
Secretary, in administering the policies, pro-
cedures, and programs required under sub-
section (a), shall— 

‘‘(1) create, in consultation with the Archi-
vist of the United States, standard classified 
and unclassified formats for finished intel-
ligence products created by the Department, 
consistent with any government-wide stand-
ards, practices or procedures for similar 
products; 

‘‘(2) require that all finished intelligence 
products created by the Department be si-
multaneously prepared in the standard un-
classified format, provided that such an un-
classified product would reasonably be ex-
pected to be of any benefit to a State, local, 
tribal or territorial government, law en-
forcement agency or other emergency re-
sponse provider, or the private sector, based 
on input provided by the Interagency Threat 
Assessment and Coordination Group Detail 
established under section 210D; 

‘‘(3) ensure that such policies, procedures, 
and programs protect the national security 
as well as the information privacy rights and 
legal rights of United States persons pursu-
ant to all applicable law and policy, includ-
ing the privacy guidelines for the informa-
tion sharing environment established pursu-
ant to section 1016 of the Intelligence Reform 
and Terrorism Prevention Act of 2004 (6 
U.S.C. 485), as appropriate; 

‘‘(4) establish an ongoing auditing mecha-
nism administered by the Inspector General 
of the Department or other appropriate sen-
ior Department official that randomly se-
lects, on a periodic basis, classified informa-
tion from each component of the Department 
that generates finished intelligence products 
to— 

‘‘(A) assess whether applicable classifica-
tion policies, procedures, rules, and regula-
tions have been followed; 

‘‘(B) describe any problems with the ad-
ministration of the applicable classification 
policies, procedures, rules, and regulations, 
including specific non-compliance issues; 

‘‘(C) recommend improvements in aware-
ness and training to address any problems 
identified in subparagraph (B); and 

‘‘(D) report at least annually to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security of the House of 
Representatives, the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs of 
the Senate, and the public, in an appropriate 
format, on the findings of the Inspector Gen-
eral’s audits under this section; 

‘‘(5) establish a process whereby employees 
may challenge original classification deci-
sions made by Department employees or con-
tractors and be rewarded with specific incen-
tives for successful challenges resulting in 
the removal of classification markings or 
the downgrading of them; 

‘‘(6) inform employees and contractors that 
failure to comply with the policies, proce-
dures, and programs established under this 
section could subject them to a series of pen-
alties; and 

‘‘(7) institute a series of penalties for em-
ployees and contractors who repeatedly fail 
to comply with the policies, procedures, and 
programs established under this section after 
having received both notice of their non-
compliance and appropriate training or re- 
training to address such noncompliance. 

‘‘(c) FINISHED INTELLIGENCE PRODUCT DE-
FINED.—The term ‘finished intelligence prod-
uct’ means a document in which an intel-
ligence analyst has evaluated, interpreted, 
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integrated, or placed into context raw intel-
ligence or information.’’. 
SEC. 4. ENFORCEMENT OF OVER-CLASSIFICA-

TION PREVENTION WITHIN THE DE-
PARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECU-
RITY. 

Subtitle A of title II of the Homeland Se-
curity Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 121 et seq.) is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new section: 
‘‘SEC. 210G. ENFORCEMENT OF OVER-CLASSI-

FICATION PREVENTION PROGRAMS. 
‘‘(a) PERSONAL IDENTIFIERS.—The Sec-

retary shall— 
‘‘(1) assess the technologies available or in 

use at the Department by which an elec-
tronic personal identification number or 
other electronic identifying marker can be 
assigned to each Department employee and 
contractor with original classification au-
thority in order to— 

‘‘(A) track which documents have been 
classified by a particular employee or con-
tractor; 

‘‘(B) determine the circumstances when 
such documents have been shared; 

‘‘(C) identify and address over-classifica-
tion problems, including the misapplication 
of classification markings to documents that 
do not merit such markings; and 

‘‘(D) assess the information sharing impact 
of any such problems or misuse; 

‘‘(2) develop an implementation plan for a 
Department standard for such technology 
with appropriate benchmarks, a timetable 
for its completion, and cost estimate for the 
creation and implementation of a system of 
electronic personal identification numbers 
or other electronic identifying markers for 
all relevant Department employees and con-
tractors; and 

‘‘(3) upon completion of the implementa-
tion plan described in paragraph (2), or not 
later than 180 days after the date of the en-
actment of the Reducing Over-Classification 
Act of 2009, whichever is earlier, the Sec-
retary shall provide a copy of the plan to the 
Committee on Homeland Security of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs of the Senate. 

‘‘(b) TRAINING.—The Secretary, in coordi-
nation with the Archivist of the United 
States, shall— 

‘‘(1) require annual training for each De-
partment employee and contractor with clas-
sification authority or those responsible for 
analysis, dissemination, preparation, produc-
tion, receiving, publishing, or otherwise 
communicating written classified informa-
tion, including training to— 

‘‘(A) educate each employee and contractor 
about— 

‘‘(i) the Department’s requirement that all 
classified finished intelligence products that 
they create be simultaneously prepared in 
unclassified form in a standard format pre-
scribed by the Department, provided that the 
unclassified product would reasonably be ex-
pected to be of any benefit to a State, local, 
tribal, or territorial government, law en-
forcement agency, or other emergency re-
sponse provider, or the private sector, based 
on input provided by the Interagency Threat 
Assessment and Coordination Group Detail 
established under section 210D; 

‘‘(ii) the proper use of classification mark-
ings, including portion markings; and 

‘‘(iii) the consequences of over-classifica-
tion and other improper uses of classifica-
tion markings, including the misapplication 
of classification markings to documents that 
do not merit such markings, and of failing to 
comply with the Department’s policies and 
procedures established under or pursuant to 
this section, including the negative con-
sequences for the individual’s personnel eval-
uation, homeland security, information shar-

ing, and the overall success of the Depart-
ment’s missions; 

‘‘(B) serve as a prerequisite, once com-
pleted successfully, as evidenced by an ap-
propriate certificate, for— 

‘‘(i) obtaining classification authority; and 
‘‘(ii) renewing such authority annually; 

and 
‘‘(C) count as a positive factor, once com-

pleted successfully, in the Department’s em-
ployment, evaluation, and promotion deci-
sions; and 

‘‘(2) ensure that such program is conducted 
efficiently, in conjunction with any other se-
curity, intelligence, or other training pro-
grams required by the Department to reduce 
the costs and administrative burdens associ-
ated with the additional training required by 
this section. 

‘‘(c) DETAILEE PROGRAM.—The Secretary 
shall— 

‘‘(1) implement a Departmental detailee 
program to detail Departmental personnel to 
the National Archives and Records Adminis-
tration for one year, for the purpose of— 

‘‘(A) training and educational benefit for 
the Department personnel assigned so that 
they may better understand the policies, 
procedures and laws governing original clas-
sification authorities; 

‘‘(B) bolstering the ability of the National 
Archives and Records Administration to con-
duct its oversight authorities over the De-
partment and other Departments and agen-
cies; and 

‘‘(C) ensuring that the policies and proce-
dures established by the Secretary remain 
consistent with those established by the Ar-
chivist of the United States; 

‘‘(2) ensure that the program established 
under paragraph (1) includes at least one in-
dividual for each Department office with del-
egated original classification authority; and 

‘‘(3) in coordination with the Archivist of 
the United States, report to Congress not 
later than 90 days after the conclusion of the 
first year of the program established under 
paragraph (1), on— 

‘‘(A) the advisability of expanding the pro-
gram on a government-wide basis, whereby 
other departments and agencies would send 
detailees to the National Archives and 
Records Administration; and 

‘‘(B) the administrative and monetary 
costs of full compliance with this section. 

‘‘(d) SUNSET OF DETAILEE PROGRAM.—Ex-
cept as otherwise provided by law, sub-
section (c) shall cease to have effect on De-
cember 31, 2012. 

‘‘(e) FINISHED INTELLIGENCE PRODUCT DE-
FINED.—The term ‘finished intelligence prod-
uct’ has the meaning given the term in sec-
tion 210F(c).’’. 
SEC. 5. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT. 

The table of contents in section 1(b) of the 
Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 
101(b)) is amended by adding after the item 
relating to section 210E the following new 
items: 
‘‘Sec. 210F. Over-classification prevention 

program. 
‘‘Sec. 210G. Enforcement of over-classifica-

tion prevention programs.’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Mississippi (Mr. THOMPSON) and the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. OLSON) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Mississippi. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 

Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all Members may have 5 leg-
islative days in which to revise and ex-

tend their remarks and insert extra-
neous material on the bill under con-
sideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 

Madam Speaker, I would like to in-
clude an exchange of letters between 
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government 
Reform and myself. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOV-
ERNMENT REFORM, 

Washington, DC, February 2, 2009. 
Hon. BENNIE G. THOMPSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Homeland Security, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN THOMPSON: 
I am writing about H.R. 553, the Reducing 

Over-Classification Act of 2009, which was in-
troduced by Rep. Harman on January 15, 
2009, and referred to the Committee on 
Homeland Security. 

I appreciate your effort to consult with the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform regarding H.R. 553. In particular, I 
appreciate your willingness to work with me 
to move a governmentwide over-classifica-
tion bill to the House floor in the near fu-
ture. 

In the interest of expediting consideration 
of H.R. 553 and in recognition of your efforts 
to address my concerns, the Oversight Com-
mittee will not request a sequential referral 
of this bill. I would, however, request your 
support for the appointment of conferees 
from the Oversight Committee should H.R. 
553 or a similar Senate bill be considered in 
conference with the Senate. 

Notwithstanding the Oversight Commit-
tee’s agreement to forgo a sequential refer-
ral, I believe it is important to reiterate my 
general concern about H.R. 553 as it applies 
to the Department of Homeland Security. 
H.R. 553 creates procedures for the Homeland 
Security Department to follow in order to 
reduce the over-classification of informa-
tion. Several congressional investigations 
and the 9/11 Commission have emphasized, 
however, that over-classification is a govern-
mentwide problem that requires a govern-
mentwide solution. Accordingly, I favor an 
approach that requires all agencies to follow 
the same classification protocols and encour-
ages the sharing of information between 
agencies and with the public to the max-
imum extent possible. 

Again, thank you for your efforts to ad-
dress my concerns with H.R. 553. I look for-
ward to working with you to reduce the sig-
nificant problem of over-classification 
throughout the federal government. 

This letter should not be construed as a 
waiver of the Oversight Committee’s legisla-
tive jurisdiction over subjects addressed in 
H.R. 553 that fall within the jurisdiction of 
the Oversight Committee. 

Please include our exchange of letters on 
this matter in the Congressional Record dur-
ing consideration of this legislation on the 
House floor. 

Sincerely, 
EDOLPHUS TOWNS, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY, 

Washington, DC, February 2, 2009. 
Hon. EDOLPHUS TOWNS, 
Chairman, Committee on Oversight and Govern-

ment Reform, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN TOWNS: Thank you for 
your letter regarding H.R. 553, the ‘‘Reducing 
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Over-Classification Act of 2009,’’ introduced 
by Congresswoman Jane Harman on January 
15, 2009. 

I appreciate your willingness to work coop-
eratively on this legislation. I acknowledge 
that H.R. 553 contains provisions that fall 
under the jurisdictional interests of the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. I appreciate your agreement to not 
seek a sequential referral of this legislation 
and I acknowledge that your decision to 
forgo a sequential referral does not waive, 
alter, or otherwise affect the jurisdiction of 
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

Further, I recognize that your Committee 
reserves the right to seek appointment of 
conferees on the bill for the portions of the 
bill that are within your jurisdiction, and I 
agree to support such a request. 

I will ensure that this exchange of letters 
is included in the Congressional Record dur-
ing floor consideration of H.R. 553. I look for-
ward to working with you on this legislation 
and other matters of great importance to 
this nation. 

Sincerely, 
BENNIE G. THOMPSON, 

Chairman. 

Madam Speaker, I rise to support 
this bill and yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Madam Speaker, last month, mil-
lions of people came together from 
around the Nation and the world to 
witness history. The swearing in of 
Barack Obama as the 44th President of 
the United States of America ushered 
in a new, brighter day for our Nation. 
It also ushered in a new, more open ap-
proach to governing that emphasizes 
partnering with State and local gov-
ernments. Nowhere is there a greater 
need for a new approach than when it 
comes to how government manages in-
formation. 

During the Bush administration, 
critical information was routinely 
over-classified, thereby keeping it out 
of the hands of our Nation’s ‘‘first pre-
venters,’’ the police and sheriffs on the 
front-lines. 

The legislation that we are about to 
consider is one of three homeland secu-
rity bills that we are considering 
today. Together, they reflect a new and 
commonsense approach to homeland 
security. 

Ms. HARMAN introduced H.R. 553, the 
Reducing Over-Classification Act of 
2009, to make the Department of Home-
land Security a model when it comes to 
properly classifying data. To make 
America more secure, DHS must share 
as much information as possible with 
its partners on the State, local and 
tribal levels as well as the private sec-
tor. They are the people who are 
among the best-positioned to take ac-
tion when terrorists threaten Amer-
ica’s homeland. 

Yet in recent years, Madam Speaker, 
too much of the intelligence products 
generated by DHS are stamped ‘‘Se-
cret.’’ Given that few first preventers 
have security clearances, they are ef-
fectively blocked from information 
they need. 

There is a better way. H.R. 553 would 
ensure that classification is limited to 
narrow cases, thereby promoting the 

creation of unclassified intelligence 
products from the outset. Additionally, 
Ms. HARMAN’s bill will start DHS on 
the path to creating a culture of ac-
countability. 

Madam Speaker, H.R. 553 is a com-
monsense bill that will help foster bet-
ter information sharing to improve se-
curity throughout our Nation. I urge 
the passage of this important home-
land security legislation. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. OLSON. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself as much time as I may con-
sume. 

I rise in support of H.R. 553, the Re-
ducing Over-Classification Act of 2009, 
which seeks to address the problem of 
over-classification of sensitive infor-
mation. 

While classification has an essential 
role in protecting our country from 
harm, over-classification is a very seri-
ous problem within the Federal Gov-
ernment, and Chair HARMAN should be 
commended for her hard work on the 
bill. 

H.R. 553 rightfully concludes that 
over-classification could interfere with 
sharing of critically important home-
land security information. Unfortu-
nately, because of jurisdictional issues, 
this bill only applies to the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security. So, while 
the goals of this bill should be sup-
ported, we remain concerned that this 
bill may lead to policies that are not 
uniform throughout the Federal Gov-
ernment. 

As this legislation moves forward, we 
would encourage the Congress to adopt 
a government-wide approach to the 
problem of over-classification so that 
agencies and departments operate with 
a uniform set of classification policies. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 

Madam Speaker, I yield, for as much 
time as she may consume, to the gen-
tlewoman from California, the person 
who sponsored the legislation, Ms. 
HARMAN. 

Ms. HARMAN. I thank our chairman 
for yielding and commend him for his 
role on this bill and the two that will 
follow. Let me also point out, Madam 
Speaker, that our committee is an ex-
tremely bipartisan committee. This 
legislation, I would say to the manager 
on the Republican side, was reported 
unanimously by our subcommittee last 
year, unanimously by our full com-
mittee, and was adopted by voice vote 
on the House floor. This legislation, 
which applies only to the Department 
of Homeland Security, was the result 
of a very careful set of hearings. There 
may be arguments to deal with this 
subject in other parts of the govern-
ment, but I believe this legislation, and 
the careful way it was considered, is a 
model for what the House should be 
doing. And I urge its prompt enact-
ment again. 

Madam Speaker, America’s first pre-
venters faced an enormous challenge 2 
weeks ago, as Chairman THOMPSON 

said. They protected key members of 
the old and new administrations, espe-
cially the First Families. Though the 
so-called ‘‘Purple Tunnel of Doom’’ in-
cident meant many ticket holders 
could not get in, a thoroughly prevent-
able fiasco, our first preventers did 
manage a crowd of millions for the 
largest American Presidential inau-
guration ever, working almost 
seamlessly with Federal counterparts 
to do so. 

The most important part of this ex-
traordinary feat was the efficient shar-
ing of accurate, actionable and timely 
information, especially information 
about threats, with police officers on 
the ground. 

Now that the inauguration is over, 
local law enforcement shouldn’t have 
to return to business as usual. Informa-
tion sharing, we should all be re-
minded, was a huge problem leading up 
to 9/11. And 8 years later, we still have 
unfinished business. 

Though hard to believe, sheriffs and 
police chiefs cannot readily access the 
information they need to prevent or 
disrupt a potential terrorist attack be-
cause those at the Federal level resist 
sharing information. Over-classifica-
tion and pseudoclassification, which is 
stamping with any number of sen-
sitive-but-unclassified markings, re-
main rampant. 

Protecting sources and methods is 
the only valid reason to refuse to share 
information. It is no exaggeration that 
people die and our ability to monitor 
certain targets can be compromised if 
sources and methods are revealed. As 
one who served on our Intelligence 
Committee for 8 years, I saw this up 
close and personal. But, Madam Speak-
er, classifying information to protect 
turf or avoid embarrassment is wrong. 
As I mentioned, I served for many 
years on the Intelligence Committee 
and became incredibly frustrated with 
this practice, which the Bush adminis-
tration elevated to an art form. And 
sadly, the practice has spread to our 
newest Federal agency, the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security. 

Madam Speaker, the next attack in 
the United States will not be stopped 
because a bureaucrat in Washington, 
D.C. found out about it in advance. It 
will be the cop on the beat who is fa-
miliar with the rhythms and nuances 
of his or her own neighborhood who 
will foil that attack. 

H.R. 553 is an attempt to establish a 
gold standard at DHS when it comes to 
classification practices. It requires 
that all classified intelligence products 
created at the department be simulta-
neously created in a standard unclassi-
fied format if such a product would 
help local law enforcement keep us 
safe. 

b 1600 
This is unprecedented. Furthermore, 

the bill requires portion marking, the 
identification of paragraphs in a docu-
ment that are unclassified, permitting 
the remainder of the document to re-
main unclassified. 
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I misspoke, Madam Speaker. The 

portion marking is for portions that 
are classified, to leave the remainder of 
the document unclassified. 

The measure will promote account-
ability by requiring the DHS Inspector 
General to randomly sample classified 
intelligence products and identify 
problems that exist in those samples. 
It also directs the Secretary to develop 
a plan to track electronically how and 
where information classified by DHS is 
disseminated, so that misuse can be 
prevented. 

And finally, the legislation requires 
the Secretary to establish extensive 
annual training on the proper use of 
the classification regime, and penalties 
for staff who repeatedly fail to comply 
with applicable classification policies. 

Madam Speaker, a key to homeland 
security is personal preparedness. A 
prepared public is not likely to be ter-
rorized. Access to important unclassi-
fied information is essential to ensure 
preparedness, and this bill protects the 
public’s right to know. It enjoys broad 
support by privacy and civil liberties 
groups. 

Madam Speaker, on behalf of first 
preventers and first responders every-
where, I urge passage of this essential 
bipartisan legislation, again commend 
our committee members and staff for 
their work on this legislation, and urge 
its prompt consideration following our 
action by the Senate. 

Mr. OLSON. Madam Speaker, I yield 
4 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. CULBERSON). 

Mr. CULBERSON. Madam Speaker, I 
am glad that we are considering this 
legislation today, which will be helpful 
to local law enforcement agencies who 
are such a vital part of our homeland 
security. We have, in Congress, I think, 
for too many years not done enough to 
bring local law enforcement into the 
homeland security network that’s es-
sential to protecting this Nation 
against attack from terrorists, people 
who would enter this country to hurt 
us, crossing our borders. I am although 
strenuously opposed to the scale of this 
spending bill that the liberal majority 
has pushed through this House with so 
little public input, so little public no-
tice, so few public hearings. The scale 
of the bill is one that we in the long 
term, I think, will find a crushing bur-
den on our kids and grandchildren. At 
least the legislation includes some 
small fraction of money for ports of 
entry. I understand the legislation in-
cludes funding to help strengthen air-
port security. However, the Democrat, 
the liberal stimulus bill does not in-
clude funding for expanding and build-
ing more rapidly the border fence, as it 
should. 

This so-called stimulus bill of almost 
$1.3 trillion spending spree that we 
have seen in the first 17 days of this 
new majority in Congress, the money 
that is spent in this stimulus bill only 
focuses on the little piece that focuses 
on homeland security, focuses on land 
ports of entry and airports. I would 

certainly encourage the chairman of 
the Homeland Security Committee to 
work with our subcommittee on appro-
priations. I serve on the Homeland Se-
curity Appropriations Subcommittee. 
We would like to work with you in 
finding ways to send more funding to 
our local border sheriffs, to our local 
law enforcement agencies that are 
working along the border to secure this 
country against narcoterrorists and ex-
tremist Islamic terrorists coming 
across our border, southern and north-
ern. We need to do far more to work in 
cooperation with these local law en-
forcement agencies. And the precious 
dollars that we spend in this Congress, 
the hard-earned tax dollars of our con-
stituents, when we do need to spend 
them, should be focused on things like 
national security, like protecting the 
security of this Nation when it comes 
to the border. 

It’s just inexcusable that this prof-
ligate stimulus bill that the majority 
has put together, has things utterly 
unrelated to job growth, such as neigh-
borhood stabilization activities, $4.19 
billion for groups like ACORN. How 
desperately that money is needed to 
strengthening our southern border, to 
helping reimburse local law enforce-
ment agencies for housing foreign na-
tionals in county jails, the SCAP pro-
gram, the State and County Alien As-
sistance Program, to help the local 
taxpayers pay for the cost of housing 
foreign nationals who are in this coun-
try illegally and arrested by local sher-
iffs and housed in county jails at mas-
sive expense. Why aren’t we helping 
these local taxpayers and local jailers 
who are doing their part for Homeland 
Security instead of spending money on 
ACORN neighborhood stabilization ac-
tivities? $3 billion for prevention and 
wellness programs utterly unrelated to 
job growth. If we were spending some 
of this money for local jails to house 
criminal foreign nationals, they would 
be hiring more local, more law enforce-
ment officials in that local jail, that 
would at least be some job growth and 
help make the streets of our commu-
nities safer when it comes to homeland 
security. 

$400 million for climate change re-
search? What’s that got to do with the 
short-term recovery of the economy of 
the United States? 

Our highest priority today, as we 
stand here today, at the beginning of 
February 2009, is to reassure the Amer-
ican public that we are being respon-
sible with their tax dollars and doing 
everything in our power to strengthen 
the economy and be sure that people 
are going to have a paycheck and a job 
next month. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 
Madam Speaker, I yield as much time 
as he may consume to the chairman of 
the Management Information Over-
sight Subcommittee, Mr. CARNEY from 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CARNEY. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in very strong support of H.R. 
553, the Reducing the Over-Classifica-

tion Act of 2009. It’s an essential part 
of our national security, and this act is 
identical to one that passed the House 
last year, H.R. 4806. 

I was proud to work on that legisla-
tion with Ms. HARMAN and my other In-
telligence Subcommittee colleagues 
last year, and I am pleased that we are 
moving it anew this Congress. Our goal 
is a simple one, to make DHS the gold 
standard when it comes to classifica-
tion practice. 

As someone with many years of intel-
ligence experience as a member of the 
U.S. military, I know that intel is use-
less if it doesn’t get to the people who 
need it. And I have witnessed person-
ally the missed opportunities that can 
arise from over-classification. 

That’s why H.R. 553 is designed to en-
sure that as much homeland security 
information as possible is shared with 
the Department’s State, local, tribal 
and private sector partners, the men 
and women on the front lines of the 
Nation’s homeland security efforts. 

As the 9/11 Commission and others 
have noted, it is those officers who, 
during their day-to-day police work, 
are most likely to uncover a terrorist 
plot in the making, and those who are 
best positioned to disrupt or even pre-
vent it. They are not only our first re-
sponders, they are also our first pre-
venters. 

Unfortunately, what we have heard 
time and again from those officers is 
not encouraging. They are not getting 
important information that can keep 
people safe because too much of it is 
stamped ‘‘Top Secret.’’ 

H.R. 553 will promote accountability 
and best practices at DHS by requiring 
employees and contractors to use the 
classification regime the way it was in-
tended: To protect sensitive sources 
and methods, not to hide embarrassing 
facts or protect political turf. 

Among other things, H.R. 553 will 
promote accountability by requiring 
that all classified intelligence products 
created at the Department be simulta-
neously created with a standard un-
classified format as well if such a prod-
uct would help police and sheriffs keep 
us safe. This will help change the intel-
ligence culture that is still far too 
comfortable with classifying rather 
than sharing. 

H.R. 553, likewise, will promote ac-
countability by requiring the Sec-
retary to create an auditing mecha-
nism for the DHS Inspector General 
that randomly samples classified intel-
ligence products, identifies problems 
that exist in those samples, and rec-
ommends improvements to fix them. 

To further engage Department staff 
in their efforts to get classification 
right, H.R. 553 requires the Secretary 
to establish a process through which 
employees may challenge original DHS 
classification decisions and be re-
warded for bringing those abuses to 
light. 

The legislation further requires the 
Secretary to establish penalties for 
staff who repeatedly fail to comply 
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with applicable classification policies, 
despite notice of their noncompliance 
and an opportunity to undergo retrain-
ing. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Will the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania yield for a 
brief question? 

Mr. CARNEY. I will not. I will finish 
my statement at this time. 

Mr. CULBERSON. And I can ask at 
the end of your statement? 

Mr. CARNEY. Perhaps. H.R. 553 is a 
bipartisan fix to a decades-old problem 
that will only get worse if we don’t act 
now. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank 
Ms. HARMAN for her leadership on this 
bill. And on behalf of first preventers, 
first responders everywhere, I urge pas-
sage of this essential legislation. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Would the gen-
tleman yield for a brief question? 

Mr. CARNEY. Yes. 
Mr. CULBERSON. Thank you, Mr. 

CARNEY. I wanted to ask if you could 
please, sir, I would like to know how 
spending $50 million for the National 
Endowment of the Arts and $3 billion 
on sexually transmitted diseases is 
going to stimulate the economy in 
Pennsylvania or anywhere else. How 
will spending money on the NEA and 
sexually transmitted diseases stimu-
late the economy in Pennsylvania? 

Mr. CARNEY. Those provisions are 
removed from the stimulus package, if 
I’m correct. 

Mr. CULBERSON. The National En-
dowment of the Arts funding, the pre-
vention and wellness programs, $3 bil-
lion. How will spending $3 billion on 
prevention and wellness programs 
stimulate the economy in Pennsyl-
vania? 

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
MCHENRY). 

Mr. MCHENRY. I thank my colleague 
from Texas for the opportunity to 
speak on this legislation today. 

And I think Congress agrees, I think 
we are going to have a nice bipartisan 
vote on this legislation. I want to 
thank the chairman for his hard work 
on this legislation. 

But we have a greater issue that we 
also need to talk about today, Mr. 
Speaker. And action is truly needed to 
rebuild our economy. We know that. 
The American people know that. And 
our elected leaders know that we have 
to not only have good policies for 
homeland security and national secu-
rity, but our economic security at 
home. And unfortunately, the Demo-
crat majority in their so-called stim-
ulus bill, which is really nothing more 
than a spending bill, does nothing of 
the sort. It devotes, ‘‘tens of billions of 
dollars to causes that have little to do 
with jolting our economy out of reces-
sion,’’ as the Associated Press says. 

Only 3 percent of the funds in the so- 
called stimulus bill, or the pork barrel 
bill, are dedicated to road and highway 
infrastructure projects. And just 2.7 
percent is dedicated to small business 

tax relief, even though we know that 90 
percent of Americans are employed by 
small businesses, and most of the new 
jobs that this country creates are cre-
ated by small businesses. And the 
Democrats’ answer to stimulating the 
economy is not by helping small busi-
nesses, but by creating 32 new govern-
ment programs and spending $646,214 
per government job that is created 
under that bill. 

To make matters worse, the non-
partisan Congressional Budget Office 
reported that over half the money will 
be spent between 2011 and 2019, after 
most economists say this economy will 
have recovered and we will be out of 
this recession. 

Look, this was nothing more than a 
partisan opportunity to lard up and 
load up this piece of legislation and add 
a bunch of different liberal spending 
priorities. It’s not about a stimulus. 
It’s not about helping the American 
people through these economic times. 

And with so many of my constituents 
struggling in Western North Carolina 
just to keep their head above water, 
this Congress passed an $819 billion 
spending bill that will do nothing but 
add to our debt and deficit and cause us 
massive inflation in the years to come, 
as well as mounting debt every day. 
And I’m in agreement with so many of 
these economists who predict that this 
legislation will have a disastrous effect 
on our long term economic security in 
this country and will do little to stim-
ulate this economy. 

Well, the one thing that is certain is 
the result of this type of legislation 
will be a massive tax increase by this 
Democrat Congress in the future. I 
think this is highly unfortunate. 

I think we should come together, as 
President Obama has said, and work 
for a bipartisan piece of legislation 
that will have tax cuts for small busi-
nesses in this country, as well as prop-
er infrastructure spending that will 
help our economy regain its footing, so 
we can get back to economic growth 
and creating new jobs and good jobs for 
my constituents in Western North 
Carolina, as well as all Americans in 
all 50 States. 

And so with that, I urge this congres-
sional leadership to work together and 
listen to what President Obama has 
said. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I have no more speakers and I 
am prepared to close if the gentleman 
from Texas is. 

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, I have one 
more speaker. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. I re-
serve. 

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. CASSIDY). 

(Mr. CASSIDY asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

b 1615 

Mr. CASSIDY. Mr. Speaker, I would 
classify ‘‘intelligence’’ as important, 

but when I was back in my district last 
weekend, what folks asked me about 
was the stimulus package. They sense 
that something is needed, but they also 
sense, as, I think, all of us do, that 
what is most important are tax cuts 
and infrastructure development. Yet 
the bill that came out last week re-
minded me a little bit as though my 
wife had sent me to Wal-Mart and had 
said, ‘‘I want you to get some bread 
and meat,’’ and instead, I come back 
with a DVD and a grill. Now, DVDs and 
grills are great, but someday, you have 
got to pay the credit card bill. 

Right now, we have to focus on the 
bread and meat—the jobs and the infra-
structure—not on the DVDs and grills. 
I keep on thinking: What would Dave 
Ramsey say? He is the guy who kind of 
advises couples on how to get out of fi-
nancial difficulty. Dave would say, 
‘‘Get a job, and stop spending on your 
credit card.’’ Now, the parts of this 
that are infrastructure and tax cuts 
are ‘‘get a job,’’ but the part of this 
that is maxing out the credit card and 
that is putting $2,700 worth of debt on 
my children and grandchildren going 
henceforth is the part that Dave would 
advise against. 

I ask that we in Congress follow Dave 
Ramsey’s wisdom—that we focus on 
tax cuts and infrastructure and forgo 
the rest. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I am prepared to close. I do 
not have any more speakers. 

Mr. OLSON. I have no further speak-
ers, and I am prepared to close. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill we are dis-
cussing today rightfully focuses on our 
physical security. But what of our eco-
nomic security? What of our future? 
What of our freedom? 

Mr. Speaker, I represent a State that 
is known for rolling up their sleeves 
and for working hard. Texans know 
that prosperity does not come from 
borrowing and spending but, rather, 
from working hard and from saving for 
the future. As I spent this last weekend 
down in my district, speaking with my 
constituents about the need to help the 
economy, the overwhelming message I 
heard was of the concern that, once 
again, Washington was out of touch. 

My constituents do not want to sup-
port a stimulus that creates 30 new 
government programs. They want a 
real stimulus that creates real, new 
jobs. They want tax relief for hard-
working Americans, and they want 
economic relief for businesses, small 
and large, in order to rebuild our econ-
omy. They find the prospect of saddling 
their children and grandchildren with 
trillions of dollars of debt to be un-
thinkable. 

Make no mistake. The bipartisan co-
alition that opposed this misguided 
measure last week acted simply not to 
obstruct but, rather, to promote com-
monsense measures for economic 
growth. We voted for tax cuts, for bet-
ter jobs, for long-term growth over 
short-term gimmicks, and for the post- 
partisan environment that we saw on 
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the west front of this very building on 
January 20. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Let me first thank Ms. HARMAN for 
her leadership on this bill. She brought 
it up through her subcommittee on 
Homeland Security and in the full 
committee. Mr. REICHERT, who is no 
longer on the committee, was ranking 
member. 

As already noted, it passed out of the 
committee unanimously, and it was 
passed here on the floor likewise. So, 
basically, any hesitation or reservation 
on this bill is being noted for the first 
time, and I would hope that we do not 
mix a good bill with other politics of 
this body. For that reason, Mr. Speak-
er, we have new leadership here in 
Washington. It is committed to change 
for our Nation. With this bill, we have 
a profound opportunity to deliver a 
change for the better at the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security. 

The overclassification of materials 
impedes information sharing with 
State, local and tribal law enforce-
ment. It also impedes information 
sharing with the owners and operators 
of critical infrastructure. Given that 
over 85 percent of our Nation’s critical 
infrastructure, including electrical 
grids, airports, power plants, and mass 
transit systems, are all in the hands of 
nongovernmental entities, it is critical 
that DHS establish robust, stable lines 
of communication. 

Last year, this legislation, as I indi-
cated, was passed unanimously out of 
the committee, and was approved by 
this House by voice vote. Today, we 
have the opportunity to send it over to 
the Senate with another strong mes-
sage for change. 

Before I yield back, I want to express 
my profound disappointment that this 
bipartisan bill is seen as an oppor-
tunity for empty partisan attacks deal-
ing with the economic stimulus. It is 
fine to attack the stimulus, but you 
need to attack it in its consistent form 
and not just attack it in good bills like 
this—bills that pass bipartisan in our 
committee and again by voice vote on 
the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time and urge passage of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LARSEN of Washington). The question 
is on the motion offered by the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. THOMP-
SON) that the House suspend the rules 
and pass the bill, H.R. 553. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

FAST REDRESS ACT OF 2009 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill (H.R. 559) to amend 

the Homeland Security Act of 2002 to 
establish an appeal and redress process 
for individuals wrongly delayed or pro-
hibited from boarding a flight, or de-
nied a right, benefit, or privilege, and 
for other purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 559 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Fair, Accu-
rate, Secure, and Timely Redress Act of 
2009’’ or the ‘‘FAST Redress Act of 2009’’. 
SEC. 2. ESTABLISHMENT OF APPEAL AND RE-

DRESS PROCESS FOR INDIVIDUALS 
WRONGLY DELAYED OR PROHIB-
ITED FROM BOARDING A FLIGHT, OR 
DENIED A RIGHT, BENEFIT, OR 
PRIVILEGE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle H of title VIII of 
the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 
451 et seq.) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 890A. APPEAL AND REDRESS PROCESS FOR 

PASSENGERS WRONGLY DELAYED 
OR PROHIBITED FROM BOARDING A 
FLIGHT, OR DENIED A RIGHT, BEN-
EFIT, OR PRIVILEGE. 

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than 30 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
section, the Secretary shall establish a time-
ly and fair process for individuals who be-
lieve they were delayed or prohibited from 
boarding a commercial aircraft or denied a 
right, benefit, or privilege because they were 
wrongly identified as a threat when screened 
against any terrorist watchlist or database 
used by the Transportation Security Admin-
istration (TSA) or any office or component 
of the Department. 

‘‘(b) OFFICE OF APPEALS AND REDRESS.— 
‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 

establish in the Department an Office of Ap-
peals and Redress to implement, coordinate, 
and execute the process established by the 
Secretary pursuant to subsection (a). The Of-
fice shall include representatives from the 
TSA and such other offices and components 
of the Department as the Secretary deter-
mines appropriate. 

‘‘(2) COMPREHENSIVE CLEARED LIST.—The 
process established by the Secretary pursu-
ant to subsection (a) shall include the estab-
lishment of a method by which the Office, 
under the direction of the Secretary, will 
maintain and appropriately disseminate a 
comprehensive list, to be known as the ‘Com-
prehensive Cleared List’, of individuals 
who— 

‘‘(A) were misidentified as an individual on 
any terrorist watchlist or database; 

‘‘(B) completed an approved Department of 
Homeland Security appeal and redress re-
quest and provided such additional informa-
tion as required by the Department to verify 
the individual’s identity; and 

‘‘(C) permit the use of their personally 
identifiable information to be shared be-
tween multiple Departmental components 
for purposes of this section. 

‘‘(3) USE OF COMPREHENSIVE CLEARED LIST.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall— 
‘‘(i) except as provided in subparagraph (B), 

transmit to the TSA or any other appro-
priate office or component of the Depart-
ment, other Federal, State, local, and tribal 
entities, and domestic air carriers and for-
eign air carriers that use any terrorist 
watchlist or database, the Comprehensive 
Cleared List and any other information the 
Secretary determines necessary to resolve 
misidentifications and improve the adminis-
tration of the advanced passenger 
prescreening system and reduce the number 
of false positives; and 

‘‘(ii) ensure that the Comprehensive 
Cleared List is taken into account by all ap-
propriate offices or components of the De-
partment when assessing the security risk of 
an individual. 

‘‘(B) TERMINATION.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The transmission of the 

Comprehensive Cleared List to domestic air 
carriers and foreign air carriers under clause 
(i) of subparagraph (A) shall terminate on 
the date on which the Federal Government 
assumes terrorist watchlist or database 
screening functions. 

‘‘(ii) WRITTEN NOTIFICATION TO CONGRESS.— 
Not later than 15 days after the date on 
which the transmission of the Comprehen-
sive Cleared List to the air carriers referred 
to in clause (i) of this subparagraph termi-
nates in accordance with such clause, the 
Secretary shall provide written notification 
to the Committee on Homeland Security of 
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation and the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs of the Sen-
ate of such termination. 

‘‘(4) INTERGOVERNMENTAL EFFORTS.—The 
Secretary may— 

‘‘(A) enter into memoranda of under-
standing with other Federal, State, local, 
and tribal agencies or entities, as necessary, 
to improve the appeal and redress process 
and for other purposes such as to verify an 
individual’s identity and personally identifi-
able information; and 

‘‘(B) work with other Federal, State, local, 
and tribal agencies or entities that use any 
terrorist watchlist or database to ensure, to 
the greatest extent practicable, that the 
Comprehensive Cleared List is considered 
when assessing the security risk of an indi-
vidual. 

‘‘(5) HANDLING OF PERSONALLY IDENTIFIABLE 
INFORMATION.—The Secretary, in conjunction 
with the Chief Privacy Officer of the Depart-
ment, shall— 

‘‘(A) require that Federal employees of the 
Department handling personally identifiable 
information of individuals (in this paragraph 
referred to as ‘PII’) complete mandatory pri-
vacy and security training prior to being au-
thorized to handle PII; 

‘‘(B) ensure that the information main-
tained under this subsection is secured by 
encryption, including one-way hashing, data 
anonymization techniques, or such other 
equivalent technical security protections as 
the Secretary determines necessary; 

‘‘(C) limit the information collected from 
misidentified passengers or other individuals 
to the minimum amount necessary to re-
solve an appeal and redress request; 

‘‘(D) ensure that the information main-
tained under this subsection is shared or 
transferred via an encrypted data network 
that has been audited to ensure that the 
anti-hacking and other security related soft-
ware functions perform properly and are up-
dated as necessary; 

‘‘(E) ensure that any employee of the De-
partment receiving the information main-
tained under this subsection handles such in-
formation in accordance with section 552a of 
title 5, United States Code, the Federal In-
formation Security Management Act of 2002 
(Public Law 107–296), and other applicable 
laws; 

‘‘(F) only retain the information main-
tained under this subsection for as long as 
needed to assist the individual traveler in 
the appeal and redress process; 

‘‘(G) engage in cooperative agreements 
with appropriate Federal agencies and enti-
ties, on a reimbursable basis, to ensure that 
legal name changes are properly reflected in 
any terrorist watchlist or database and the 
Comprehensive Cleared List to improve the 
appeal and redress process and to ensure the 
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most accurate lists of identifications pos-
sible (except that section 552a of title 5, 
United States Code, shall not prohibit the 
sharing of legal name changes among Fed-
eral agencies and entities for the purposes of 
this section); and 

‘‘(H) conduct and publish a privacy impact 
assessment of the appeal and redress process 
established under this section and transmit 
the assessment to the Committee on Home-
land Security of the House of Representa-
tives, and the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation and the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs of the Senate. 

‘‘(6) INITIATION OF APPEAL AND REDRESS 
PROCESS AT AIRPORTS.—At each airport at 
which— 

‘‘(A) the Department has a presence, the 
Office shall provide written information to 
air carrier passengers to begin the appeal 
and redress process established pursuant to 
subsection (a); and 

‘‘(B) the Department has a significant pres-
ence, provide the written information re-
ferred to in subparagraph (A) and ensure a 
TSA supervisor who is trained in such appeal 
and redress process is available to provide 
support to air carrier passengers in need of 
guidance concerning such process. 

‘‘(7) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
240 days after the date of the enactment of 
this section, the Secretary shall submit to 
the Committee on Homeland Security of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
and the Committee on Homeland Security 
and Governmental Affairs of the Senate a re-
port on the status of information sharing 
among users at the Department of any ter-
rorist watchlist or database. The report shall 
include the following information: 

‘‘(A) A description of the processes and the 
status of the implementation of this section 
to share the Comprehensive Cleared List 
with other Department offices and compo-
nents and other Federal, State, local, and 
tribal authorities that utilize any terrorist 
watchlist or database. 

‘‘(B) A description of the extent to which 
such other Department offices and compo-
nents are taking into account the Com-
prehensive Cleared List. 

‘‘(C) Data on the number of individuals 
who have sought and successfully obtained 
redress through the Office of Appeals and Re-
dress. 

‘‘(D) Data on the number of individuals 
who have sought and were denied redress 
through the Office of Appeals and Redress. 

‘‘(E) An assessment of what impact infor-
mation sharing of the Comprehensive 
Cleared List has had on misidentifications of 
individuals who have successfully obtained 
redress through the Office of Appeals and Re-
dress. 

‘‘(F) An updated privacy impact assess-
ment. 

‘‘(c) TERRORIST WATCHLIST OR DATABASE 
DEFINED.—In this section, the term ‘terrorist 
watchlist or database’ means any terrorist 
watchlist or database used by the Transpor-
tation Security Administration or any office 
or component of the Department of Home-
land Security or specified in Homeland Secu-
rity Presidential Directive–6, in effect as of 
the date of the enactment of this section.’’. 

(b) INCORPORATION OF SECURE FLIGHT.— 
Section 44903(j)(2) of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (C)(iii)— 
(A) by redesignating subclauses (II) 

through (VII) as subclauses (III) through 
(VIII), respectively; and 

(B) by inserting after subclause (I) the fol-
lowing new subclause: 

‘‘(II) ensure, not later than 30 days after 
the date of the enactment of the FAST Re-

dress Act of 2009, that the procedure estab-
lished under subclause (I) is incorporated 
into the appeals and redress process estab-
lished under section 890A of the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002;’’; 

(2) in subparagraph (E)(iii), by inserting 
before the period at the end the following: ‘‘, 
in accordance with the appeals and redress 
process established under section 890A of the 
Homeland Security Act of 2002’’; and 

(3) in subparagraph (G)— 
(A) in clause (i), by adding at the end the 

following new sentence: ‘‘The Assistant Sec-
retary shall incorporate the process estab-
lished pursuant to this clause into the ap-
peals and redress process established under 
section 890A of the Homeland Security Act of 
2002.’’; and 

(B) in clause (ii), by adding at the end the 
following new sentence: ‘‘The Assistant Sec-
retary shall incorporate the record estab-
lished and maintained pursuant to this 
clause into the Comprehensive Cleared List 
established and maintained under such sec-
tion 890A.’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Title 49, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
section 44926 (and the item relating to such 
section in the analysis for chapter 449 of title 
49). 

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 1(b) of 
the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 
101(b)) is amended by adding after the item 
relating to section 890 the following new 
item: 
‘‘Sec. 890A. Appeal and redress process for 

passengers wrongly delayed or 
prohibited from boarding a 
flight, or denied a right, ben-
efit, or privilege.’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Mississippi (Mr. THOMPSON) and the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. OLSON) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Mississippi. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days within which to revise and extend 
their remarks and to insert extraneous 
material on the bill under consider-
ation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 

Speaker, I rise in support of this bill, 
and I yield myself as much time as I 
may consume. 

H.R. 559, the Fair, Accurate, Secure, 
and Timely Redress Act—or the FAST 
Redress Act—was first introduced by 
Representative CLARKE in the last Con-
gress. Ms. CLARKE is to be commended 
for her effort in steering this legisla-
tion through the House in a coopera-
tive, bipartisan way. 

H.R. 559 was marked up and was ap-
proved on a bipartisan basis by the 
Committee’s Transportation Security 
and Infrastructure Protection Sub-
committee in the last Congress. Last 
June, the bill was unanimously passed 
by the House, but unfortunately, it was 
not signed into law. With our new 
President, I believe this bill will soon 
become law. 

Everyone complains about the lack 
of sanity in the watch list process, but 

few have dared to wade into all the ins 
and outs of the system. Representative 
CLARKE has done just that, and this 
legislation is the product of her 
thoughtful undertaking. 

As you know, Mr. Speaker, this issue 
is of great concern to me as well. We 
must have prudent security policies, 
and these policies must ensure that 
people are not improperly identified as 
potential terrorists or are on any 
watch list or database. This bill pro-
motes security while also protecting 
civil liberties. President Obama’s 
swearing-in began a new era in our 
homeland and national security poli-
cies, and smart legislation, like these 
measures before us today, will be well 
served by our new leadership. 

Certainly, the practice of watch-list-
ing individuals plays an important role 
in identifying possible terror suspects. 
It is important to keep in mind that 
the watch list is only as good as the in-
formation on it. Without accurate, 
complete and reliable information, the 
purpose of a watch list is frustrated, 
and the database becomes unreliable. 

Fixing the watch list and reducing 
misidentifications is a particularly dif-
ficult challenge. To meet this chal-
lenge, all of the intelligence and law 
enforcement components that populate 
the list need to come together and need 
to agree to clean it up. Unfortunately, 
this has not happened. 

Since February 2007, over 32,000 
Americans have sought redress through 
the DHS Traveler and Redress Inquiry 
Program, also known as DHS TRIP. 
Each individual voluntarily provides 
personal information to establish his 
or her identity. When there is a deter-
mination that this person is not a 
threat, his name is placed on a cleared 
list that is maintained by the Trans-
portation Security Administration. 
This cleared list is populated with 
names of individuals who have the 
same or similar names as someone on 
the no fly or selectee list, but they 
have proven that they are not the peo-
ple on the list. The cleared list is then 
only shared with the airlines for 
screening purposes, not with all other 
agencies that use the watch list. 

Under H.R. 559, the updated informa-
tion would be shared throughout DHS 
and with other Federal agencies that 
use the terrorist watch list or data-
base. This would ensure that individ-
uals who are cleared under the redress 
process are not stopped as potential 
terrorists by other Federal agencies. 

Specifically, H.R. 559 requires the 
Secretary of Homeland Security to es-
tablish the Office of Appeals and Re-
dress to provide a timely and fair re-
dress process. The Office of Appeals and 
Redress is directed to maintain a com-
prehensive cleared list that contains 
the names of individuals who have been 
misidentified and who have corrected 
erroneous information. The com-
prehensive cleared list would be made 
available to those who would use the 
terrorist watch list or database to re-
solve misidentification. 
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The bill directs TSA, CBP, the Coast 

Guard, and other DHS components to 
reference the Comprehensive Cleared 
List when assessing the security risk of 
an individual. This will ensure that in-
dividuals, such as our esteemed col-
league from Georgia, Congressman 
JOHN LEWIS, will not be repeatedly 
stopped or delayed or will not have to 
seek redress from different components 
in the same Federal agency. Impor-
tantly, the measure includes protec-
tions to ensure that personally identi-
fiable information is handled in accord-
ance with privacy laws. Once enacted, 
individuals who go through the trouble 
of clearing their names will not have to 
repeat the exercise again and again. 

With the inauguration of President 
Obama, America enters a new chapter, 
and this bill moves our security poli-
cies forward in a manner that protects 
our homeland and our civil liberties. 

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of every JOHN 
LEWIS and others who are frequently 
misidentified on the watch list, I urge 
swift passage of this bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self as much time as I may consume. 
I rise today in support of the Fair, 

Accurate, Secure, and Timely Redress 
Act of 2009. 

At the outset, I would like to thank 
Ms. CLARKE of New York for her bipar-
tisan outreach in crafting this worthy 
piece of legislation. Her efforts to en-
sure that Republican concerns were ad-
dressed before bringing this legislation 
to the floor are truly admirable and ap-
preciated. 

Mr. Speaker, throughout numerous 
hearings and briefings by executives in 
the Government Accountability Office, 
our committee has heard repeatedly 
that the terrorist watch list works. Re-
cent GAO reports have stated, ‘‘The 
watch list has helped screening agen-
cies assess the potential threat a per-
son poses and take a wide range of 
counterterrorism responses. The watch 
list has helped support law enforce-
ment investigations and the intel-
ligence community by tracking the 
movements of known or appropriately 
suspected terrorists and collecting in-
formation about them.’’ 

The bottom line is that the terrorist 
watch list keeps known or suspected 
terrorists out of our neighborhoods. 
However, this comes at a cost. Every 
month, Federal, State and local law en-
forcement officials screen some 270 
million individuals against a new and 
constantly evolving consolidated ter-
rorist watch list. 

b 1630 

Since 2004, a known or suspected ter-
rorist has been encountered some 
600,000 times. Some suspects were ar-
rested, many were refused entry into 
the United States but all were identi-
fied to local law enforcement officials. 

Nevertheless, the system is not per-
fect and sometimes mistakes are made. 
The problem with this name-based sys-
tem is compounded by the fact that 

some individuals have over 50 identi-
ties on the watch list. Occasionally 
this leads to misidentifications be-
tween law-abiding Americans and 
watch-listed identities. 

These misidentifications are not sim-
ply persons with Arab names, as the 
press would have you believe. Actors, 
writers, and yes, even Congressmen 
have been tripped up by the terrorist 
watch list. The legislation before us en-
ables a reasonable process to ensure 
that once a misidentified individual 
seeks redress through the Depart-
ment’s Traveler Redress Inquiry Pro-
gram, the results of that process are 
transmitted to DHS entities to prevent 
further inconveniences. 

Perhaps the single most important 
provision in this bill is the requirement 
that the Department better advertise 
its redress process. When I hear from 
constituents that they are being 
misidentified as a watch-listed indi-
vidual, I am disturbed that they have 
not heard of the Department’s process 
to seek redress. 

This bill requires the Department to 
advertise its redress process at each 
airport and have staff on hand at the 
largest airports to explain the process 
and answer questions from the travel-
ling public. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill. This 
is a bipartisan bill. I ask that all Mem-
bers join me in supporting this legisla-
tion. 

I reserve the balance of my time 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tlelady from New York (Ms. CLARKE) 
who has championed this issue ever 
since her arrival on the Homeland Se-
curity Committee. And obviously this 
is her bill and we support it. 

Ms. CLARKE. Mr. Speaker, nearly 
everyone in the homeland security 
community agrees that having a single 
comprehensive list of terrorist suspects 
is an important tool in keeping Amer-
ica safe. However, there are flaws in 
how the terrorist watch list is main-
tained and used. 

Over the years, this list has grown to 
have over 1.1 million entries. With so 
many different names on the list, it is 
not surprising that every single day 
countless Americans are misidentified 
as terrorists. 

The errors most commonly occur 
when an innocent person’s name hap-
pens to be similar to the one listed in 
the database. For example, if your 
name is Al Smith and there is an A. 
Smith on the list, guess what? You’re 
going to be caught. This is even worse 
for the millions of American residents 
who have names which can have dif-
ferent pronunciations or ways of 
spellings. 

This wastes time both for law en-
forcement, because they’re using re-
sources investigating innocent people, 
and for the general public who face the 
prospect of being wrongfully detained 
and possibly altogether prevented from 
going about their business. Most com-
monly, this affects air travelers who 

are screened against a watch list more 
often than anyone else. 

Currently, each time a reservation is 
made, airlines must determine whether 
a customer is a potential match based 
on information from us, from the gov-
ernment. Every day, thousands of peo-
ple are pulled aside, required to go 
through special procedures, detained, 
or even denied boarding altogether at 
great personal and financial costs to 
the frustrated travelers who’ve missed 
flights. For private citizens, this can 
lead to ruined plants. These practices 
have, in essence, begun the process of 
eroding the foundation on which our 
civil liberties were built. 

However, at a time when we’re doing 
everything we can to stimulate the 
economy, this problem can be cata-
strophic for business travelers and 
companies. The inability for thousands 
of people to travel for work puts jobs in 
jeopardy. And for every employee un-
able to make a meeting because of 
being mistakenly denied boarding, 
companies needlessly lose produc-
tivity. This is a waste when Congress is 
spending money to help commerce 
grow. 

Furthermore, because the terrorist 
watch list is used by many different 
screening agencies, other people have 
also been impacted by this problem, in-
cluding anyone whose license plates 
are run by local law enforcement; port 
workers who have been incorrectly de-
nied a Transportation Worker Identi-
fication Card, which is now required to 
work at port facilities in the U.S.; 
international travelers delayed or de-
nied entry into the country by CBP, 
and potential foreign visitors denied 
visas by the State Department. 

In the future, this will likely become 
a greater issue as more potentially sen-
sitive activities are tied to screening 
against the watch list. 

This is why I originally introduced 
the FAST Redress Act, which I’m 
proud to say passed the House last year 
with very strong bipartisan support. 
Unfortunately, despite more bipartisan 
support in the Senate, the other cham-
ber ultimately failed to move this for-
ward. 

Therefore, I have reintroduced this 
bill in the 111th Congress in the hope 
that this time we can push it through 
and help millions of people. The FAST 
Redress Act solves the misidentifi-
cation problems by granting DHS the 
tools to create a department-wide of-
fice of redress and appeals—a one-stop 
shop for any individual who feels 
they’re being incorrectly identified as 
a terrorist whenever they have contact 
with the government. 

This bill will greatly streamline the 
process for the countless people who, 
just because of their names, are regu-
larly misidentified as a terrorist, cre-
ating a single, highly visible office 
within the government for everyone 
who wants to clear their names. 

I’m glad to see the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives taking up this bill once 
again—and doing so with such speed— 
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demonstrating the strong show of sup-
port to help the people affected by this 
issue. 

I’m very thankful to Chairman 
THOMPSON and Ranking Member KING 
for their great bipartisan leadership in 
pushing the FAST Redress Act forward; 
Congresswoman SHEILA JACKSON-LEE 
and ranking member, I also thank 
them. I thank the staff on both sides of 
the Homeland Security Committee for 
their hard work and the time they put 
into this bill, and my own senior legis-
lative aid for Homeland Security, Mr. 
Daniel Hattis, for his hard work, his 
vigilance, and his commitment for 
making the FAST Redress Act the law 
of the land. 

Further, this bill has received strong 
support from the National Business 
Travelers Association, which has rec-
ognized that the problem of misidenti-
fication hurts the economy and how 
this bill benefits the business travel 
committee. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in 
support of this bipartisan support 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chair-
man. 

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. ROE). 

Mr. ROE of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to urge support for real eco-
nomic stimulus legislation. With ter-
rible economic news coming in all the 
time, I’m eager to support legislation 
that will spur economic investment 
and put an infrastructure in place that 
will promote future economic develop-
ment. 

Folks in east Tennessee will tell you 
that the bill the House passed last 
week is a bad bill. It’s bloated by 
wasteful spending. Back home, we’re 
adapting to this troubling economic 
climate by tightening our belts and 
clamping down on unnecessary spend-
ing. 

Many people are understandably 
upset that the Federal Government’s 
reaction is exactly the opposite. 
They’re amazed when we’re prepared to 
spend an additional $819 billion of their 
money after a $700 billion bailout that 
was spent without anyone being able to 
give a straight answer about where the 
money went. They’re skeptical of the 
results that we’re getting, and so am I. 

I think there are a few stimulative 
activities we should be taking a good 
look at. First, we should return more 
of the money we’re taking in in Wash-
ington through tax cuts for people who 
pay taxes. In my opinion, and in the 
opinion of many economic experts, this 
is one of the most effective measures 
we can take. I would also cut taxes for 
small business who are going to create 
the jobs we need to get out of this eco-
nomic crisis. These businesses can use 
this money to reinvest in plant equip-
ment. 

This weekend, I met a young man 
named Mike who is in deep trouble 
with his two restaurants. He doesn’t 
have the capital to keep going on. He 
hires 21 people. This is someone we 

need to desperately help, and this story 
can be repeated across this Nation. 

To those who’ve been put out of a 
job, I would eliminate the taxes on un-
employment insurance. It is so coun-
terproductive to provide people these 
benefits only to turn around and take 
part of the benefit right back, and it 
doesn’t make any sense. 

As a former mayor, I would also en-
courage meaningful infrastructure in-
vestment focused on improving our Na-
tion’s roads, sewers, and education. I 
know from my experience that these 
improvements lay the groundwork for 
future economic development that will 
benefit our children’s generation. In 
Johnson City, Tennessee, the invest-
ments we made several years ago make 
our city attractive to businesses and 
homebuyers, which in turn promote 
economic development. 

I hope the majority party will take 
these suggestions and incorporate 
them into their package so that the 
next bill we consider on the House floor 
will be an American stimulus package, 
not a Democrat or Republican stimulus 
package. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 

Speaker, I have no further speakers, 
and I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlelady from the 
State of Wyoming (Mrs. LUMMIS). 

Mrs. LUMMIS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to use my time today to com-
pliment the bipartisan work of the 
Committee on Homeland Security. The 
bill before you, the FAST Redress Act 
of 2009, is the result of extensive bipar-
tisan negotiations. This is what my 
constituents asked for when they elect-
ed me to Congress. 

The people of Wyoming want to see 
the parties working together for the 
good of the American people. And this 
bill is an example of the type of bipar-
tisanship that I hoped to see when I 
came here. 

Unfortunately, my first month in 
this body did not display to me that 
type of bipartisanship. So to have this 
example here today is very refreshing. 
Last week, we had an example that was 
quite the opposite. 

The stimulus package went to the 
Senate without a single Republican 
vote. But the fact of the matter is, the 
American people are now weighing in, 
and they’re weighing in with their Sen-
ators, and they’re giving their Sen-
ators the opportunity to make a better 
decision than we in the House made: a 
decision based on the spirit of biparti-
sanship and a decision that’s based on 
job stimulus, not on pork barrel spend-
ing. 

So I want to compliment the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security for 
bringing us a bill that is truly bipar-
tisan. And I would encourage us, as a 
Congress, the House of Representa-
tives, to take the same spirit of bipar-
tisanship to heart when the Senate re-
turns the stimulus package to us for 
our subsequent consideration. 

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further speakers. 

I urge the passage of the bill and 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, while the practice of 
watch listing individuals plays an im-
portant role in identifying possible ter-
rorist suspects, we must keep in mind 
that the watch list is only as good as 
the information on it. Without accu-
rate, complete, and reliable informa-
tion, misidentifications persist. The 
database becomes unreliable, and the 
purpose of the watch list is frustrated 
leaving America vulnerable. 

For the watch list to truly be cleaned 
up, there needs to be direction from the 
Obama administration to all of the 
consumers of the list throughout the 
Federal Government that the way the 
list is populated and maintained needs 
reformed. The intelligence community, 
Federal law enforcement, and DHS 
must all come together in order to re-
vamp the watch list. In the absence of 
reform, America needs an immediate 
remedy. The FAST Redress Act pro-
vides just that. 

I urge swift passage of this bill, H.R. 
559. Ensuring that business travel and 
other Americans can fly without being 
misidentified against a terrorist watch 
list will also stimulate the economy. 
Air travel is already distressed. Inter- 
rhetoric against a solid stimulus bill 
does little to make things right. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill moves our se-
curity policies forward in a manner 
that protects our homeland and our 
civil liberties. 

I encourage the passage of the bill, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. 
THOMPSON) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 559. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

NATIONAL BOMBING PREVENTION 
ACT OF 2009 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill (H.R. 549) to amend 
the Homeland Security Act of 2002 to 
establish an appeal and redress process 
for individuals wrongly delayed or pro-
hibited from boarding a flight, or de-
nied a right, benefit, or privilege, and 
for other purposes, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
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The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 549 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘National 
Bombing Prevention Act of 2009’’. 
SEC. 2. BOMBING PREVENTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle A of title II of 
the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 
121 et seq.) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 210F. OFFICE FOR BOMBING PREVENTION. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es-
tablish within the Protective Security Co-
ordination Division of the Office of Infra-
structure Protection of the Department an 
Office for Bombing Prevention (in this sec-
tion referred to as ‘the Office’). 

‘‘(b) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The Office shall 
have the primary responsibility for enhanc-
ing the ability, and coordinating the efforts, 
of the United States to deter, detect, pre-
vent, protect against, and respond to ter-
rorist explosive attacks in the United States, 
including by— 

‘‘(1) serving as the lead agency of the De-
partment for ensuring that programs de-
signed to counter terrorist explosive attacks 
in the United States function together effi-
ciently to meet the evolving threat from ex-
plosives and improvised explosive devices; 

‘‘(2) coordinating national and intergovern-
mental bombing prevention activities to en-
sure those activities work toward achieving 
common national goals; 

‘‘(3) conducting analysis of the capabilities 
and requirements necessary for Federal, 
State, local, and tribal governments to 
deter, prevent, detect, protect against, and 
assist in any response to terrorist explosive 
attacks in the United States by— 

‘‘(A) maintaining a national analysis data-
base on the capabilities of bomb squads, ex-
plosive detection canine teams, tactics 
teams, and public safety dive teams; and 

‘‘(B) applying the analysis derived from the 
database described in subparagraph (A) in— 

‘‘(i) evaluating progress toward closing 
identified gaps relating to national strategic 
goals and standards; and 

‘‘(ii) informing decisions relating to home-
land security policy, assistance, training, re-
search, development efforts, testing and 
evaluation, and related requirements; 

‘‘(4) promoting secure information sharing 
of sensitive material and promoting security 
awareness, including by— 

‘‘(A) operating and maintaining a secure 
information sharing system that allows the 
sharing of critical information relating to 
terrorist explosive attack tactics, tech-
niques, and procedures; 

‘‘(B) educating the public and private sec-
tors about explosive precursor chemicals; 

‘‘(C) working with international partners, 
in coordination with the Office for Inter-
national Affairs of the Department, to de-
velop and share effective practices to deter, 
prevent, detect, protect, and respond to ter-
rorist explosive attacks in the United States; 
and 

‘‘(D) executing national public awareness 
and vigilance campaigns relating to terrorist 
explosive threats, preventing explosive at-
tacks, and activities and measures underway 
to safeguard the United States; 

‘‘(5) assisting State, local, and tribal gov-
ernments in developing multi-jurisdictional 
improvised explosive devices security plans 
for high-risk jurisdictions; 

‘‘(6) helping to ensure, in coordination with 
the Under Secretary for Science and Tech-
nology and the Administrator of the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, the identi-

fication and availability of effective tech-
nology applications through field pilot test-
ing and acquisition of such technology appli-
cations by Federal, State, local, and tribal 
governments to deter, prevent, detect, pro-
tect, and respond to terrorist explosive at-
tacks in the United States; 

‘‘(7) coordinating the efforts of the Depart-
ment relating to, and assisting departments 
and agencies of Federal, State, local, and 
tribal governments, and private sector busi-
ness in, developing and implementing na-
tional explosives detection training, certifi-
cation, and performance standards; 

‘‘(8) ensuring the implementation of any 
recommendations in the national strategy 
required under section 210G, including devel-
oping, maintaining, and tracking progress 
toward achieving objectives to reduce the 
vulnerability of the United States to ter-
rorist explosive attacks; 

‘‘(9) developing, in coordination with the 
Administrator of the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, programmatic guid-
ance and permitted uses for bombing preven-
tion activities funded by homeland security 
assistance administered by the Department; 
and 

‘‘(10) establishing and executing a public 
awareness campaign to inform the general 
public and private sector businesses on ways 
they can deter, detect, prevent, protect 
against, and respond to terrorist explosive 
attacks in the United States, that— 

‘‘(A) utilizes a broad spectrum of both 
mainstream and specialty print, radio, tele-
vision outlets, and the Internet; 

‘‘(B) utilizes small and disadvantaged busi-
nesses, as defined under the Small Business 
Act (15 U.S.C. 631 et seq.); and 

‘‘(C) ensures that the public awareness 
messages under the campaign reach and are 
understandable to underserved populations, 
including— 

‘‘(i) persons with physical and mental dis-
abilities, health problems, visual impair-
ments, hearing impairments, limited English 
proficiency, and literacy barriers; 

‘‘(ii) socially and economically disadvan-
taged households and communities; 

‘‘(iii) the elderly; and 
‘‘(iv) children. 
‘‘(c) LIMITATION ON STATUTORY CONSTRUC-

TION.—Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to affect the authority of the Admin-
istrator of the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency, the Director of the United 
States Secret Service, or the Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States. 

‘‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 

be appropriated to carry out this section— 
‘‘(A) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 2010; 
‘‘(B) $25,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2011 

through 2013; and 
‘‘(C) such sums as may be necessary for 

each subsequent fiscal year. 
‘‘(2) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts made avail-

able pursuant to paragraph (1) are authorized 
to remain available until expended. 

‘‘(e) ENHANCEMENT OF EXPLOSIVES DETEC-
TION CANINE RESOURCES AND CAPABILITIES.— 
To enhance the Nation’s explosives detection 
canine resources and capabilities the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security shall, by 
partnering with other Federal, State, local, 
and tribal agencies, nonprofit organizations, 
universities including historically black col-
leges and universities and minority serving 
institutions, and the private sector— 

‘‘(1) within 270 days after the date of the 
enactment of this subsection— 

‘‘(A) develop a pilot program that includes 
a domestic breeding program for purpose- 
bred explosives detection canines; and 

‘‘(B) increase the current number of capa-
bility assessments of explosives detection ca-
nine units to identify common challenges 

and gaps in canine explosives detection, to 
provide for effective domestic preparedness 
and collective response to terrorism, and to 
inform grant guidance and priorities, con-
sistent with national capabilities database 
efforts; 

‘‘(2) continue development of a scientif-
ically based training curriculum to enhance 
consensus-based national training and cer-
tification standards to provide for effective 
domestic preparedness and collective re-
sponse to terrorism through the effective use 
of explosives detection canines for explosives 
detection canines; and 

‘‘(3) continue engagement in explosives de-
tection canine research and development ac-
tivities through partnerships with the 
Science and Technology Directorate and the 
Technical Support Working Group. 
‘‘SEC. 210G. NATIONAL STRATEGY. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall de-
velop and periodically update a national 
strategy to prevent and prepare for terrorist 
explosive attacks in the United States. 

‘‘(b) DEVELOPMENT.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion, the Secretary shall develop the na-
tional strategy required under subsection 
(a). 

‘‘(c) REPORTING.—Not later than six 
months after the date of the submission of 
the report regarding each quadrennial home-
land security review conducted under section 
707, the Secretary shall submit to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs of the Senate a report regarding the na-
tional strategy required under subsection 
(a), which shall include recommendations, if 
any, for deterring, preventing, detecting, 
protecting against, and responding to ter-
rorist attacks in the United States using ex-
plosives or improvised explosive devices, in-
cluding any such recommendations relating 
to coordinating the efforts of Federal, State, 
local, and tribal governments, emergency re-
sponse providers, and the private sector.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—The table of contents in section 1(b) 
of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 
U.S.C. 101 et seq.) is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 210E the 
following new items: 
‘‘Sec. 210F. Office for Bombing Prevention. 
‘‘Sec. 210G. National strategy.’’. 
SEC. 3. EXPLOSIVES TECHNOLOGY DEVELOP-

MENT AND TRANSFER. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Title III of the Homeland 

Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 181 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new sections: 
‘‘SEC. 318. EXPLOSIVES RESEARCH AND DEVEL-

OPMENT. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting 

through the Under Secretary for Science and 
Technology, and in coordination with the 
Under Secretary for National Protection and 
Programs, the Attorney General, the Sec-
retary of Defense, and the head of any other 
relevant Federal department or agency, shall 
ensure coordination and information sharing 
regarding nonmilitary research, develop-
ment, testing, and evaluation activities of 
the Federal Government relating to the de-
tection and prevention of, protection 
against, and response to terrorist attacks in 
the United States using explosives or impro-
vised explosive devices, and the development 
of tools and technologies necessary to neu-
tralize and disable explosive devices. 

‘‘(b) LEVERAGING MILITARY RESEARCH.—The 
Secretary, acting through the Under Sec-
retary for Science and Technology, and in 
coordination with the Under Secretary for 
National Protection and Programs, shall co-
ordinate with the Secretary of Defense and 
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the head of any other relevant Federal de-
partment or agency to ensure that, to the 
maximum extent possible, military policies 
and procedures, and research, development, 
testing, and evaluation activities relating to 
the detection and prevention of, protection 
against, and response to terrorist attacks 
using explosives or improvised explosive de-
vices, and the development of tools and tech-
nologies necessary to neutralize and disable 
explosive devices, are adapted to non-
military uses. 
‘‘SEC. 319. TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, acting 
through the Under Secretary for Science and 
Technology, and in coordination with the 
Under Secretary for National Protection and 
Programs, shall establish a technology 
transfer program to facilitate the identifica-
tion, modification, and commercialization of 
technology and equipment for use by Fed-
eral, State, and local governmental agencies, 
emergency response providers, and the pri-
vate sector to deter, prevent, detect, protect, 
and respond to terrorist attacks in the 
United States using explosives or improvised 
explosive devices. 

‘‘(b) PROGRAM.—The activities under the 
program established under subsection (a) 
shall include— 

‘‘(1) applying the analysis conducted under 
section 210F(b)(3) of the capabilities and re-
quirements of bomb squad, explosive detec-
tion canine teams, tactical teams, and public 
safety dive teams of Federal, State, and 
local governments, to determine the training 
and technology requirements for Federal, 
State, and local governments, emergency re-
sponse providers, and the private sector; 

‘‘(2) identifying available technologies de-
signed to deter, prevent, detect, protect, or 
respond to terrorist attacks using explosives 
or improvised explosive devices that have 
been, or are in the process of being, devel-
oped, tested, evaluated, or demonstrated by 
the Department, other Federal agencies, the 
private sector, foreign governments, or 
international organizations; 

‘‘(3) reviewing whether a technology de-
scribed in paragraph (2) may be useful in as-
sisting Federal, State, or local governments, 
emergency response providers, or the private 
sector in detecting, deterring, preventing, or 
responding to terrorist attacks using explo-
sives or improvised explosive devices; and 

‘‘(4) communicating to Federal, State, and 
local governments, emergency response pro-
viders, and the private sector the avail-
ability of any technology described in para-
graph (2), including providing the specifica-
tions of any such technology, indicating 
whether any such technology satisfies appro-
priate standards, and identifying grants, if 
any, available from the Department to pur-
chase any such technology. 

‘‘(c) WORKING GROUP.—To facilitate the 
transfer of military technologies, the Sec-
retary, acting through the Under Secretary 
for Science and Technology, in coordination 
with the Secretary of Defense, and in a man-
ner consistent with protection of sensitive 
sources and methods, shall establish a work-
ing group to advise and assist in the identi-
fication of military technologies designed to 
deter, prevent, detect, protect, or respond to 
terrorist explosive attacks that are in the 
process of being developed, or are developed, 
by the Department of Defense or the private 
sector.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—The table of contents in section 1(b) 
of the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 
U.S.C. 101 et seq.) is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 317 the fol-
lowing new items: 
‘‘Sec. 318. Explosives research and develop-

ment. 
‘‘Sec. 319. Technology transfer.’’. 

SEC. 4. GAO STUDY OF EXPLOSIVES DETECTION 
CANINE TEAMS. 

Section 1307(f) of the Implementing Rec-
ommendations of the 9/11 Commission Act of 
2007 (Public Law 110–53; 121 Stat. 395) is 
amended by striking ‘‘utilization’’ and all 
that follows through the end of the sentence 
and inserting ‘‘utilization of explosives de-
tection canine teams, by the Transportation 
Security Administration and all other agen-
cies of the Department of Homeland Security 
that utilize explosives detection canines, to 
strengthen security and the capacity of ex-
plosive detection canine detection teams of 
the Department.’’. 
SEC. 5. REPORT ON CANINE PROCUREMENT AC-

TIVITIES. 
The Secretary of Homeland Security shall 

submit a report to the Committee on Home-
land Security of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs of the Senate 
by not later than 180 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act examining the ad-
ministration of canine procurement activi-
ties by the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity to deter, prevent, detect, and protect 
against terrorist explosive attacks in the 
United States, that includes consideration of 
the feasibility of reducing the price paid for 
the procurement of untrained canines, in-
cluding by utilizing an expanded pool of 
breeds, procuring canines from domestic 
breeders, and acquiring canines from animal 
shelters, rescue societies, and other not-for- 
profit entities. 

b 1645 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Mississippi (Mr. THOMPSON) and the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. OLSON) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Mississippi. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days in which to revise and extend 
their remarks and insert extraneous 
material on the bill under consider-
ation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 

Speaker, I would also like to include in 
the RECORD an exchange of letters be-
tween the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on Science and Tech-
nology and myself. 

COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE 
AND TECHNOLOGY, 

Washington, DC, January 15, 2009. 
Hon. BENNIE G. THOMPSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Homeland Security, 

Ford House Office Building, Washington, 
DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN, I am writing to you 
concerning the jurisdictional interest of the 
Committee on Science and Technology in 
H.R. 549, the National Bombing Prevention 
Act of 2009. H.R. 549 was introduced by Con-
gressman Peter T. King on January 15, 2009. 
H.R. 549 is identical to the reported version 
of H.R. 4749 from the 110th Congress. 

H.R. 549 implicates the Committee on 
Science and Technology’s jurisdiction over 
Homeland Security research and develop-
ment under Rule X(1)(o)(14) of the House 
Rules. The Committee on Science and Tech-
nology acknowledges the importance of H.R. 

549 and the need for the legislation to move 
expeditiously. Therefore, while we have a 
valid claim to jurisdiction over this bill, I 
agree not to request a sequential referral. 
This, of course, is conditional on our mutual 
understanding that nothing in this legisla-
tion or my decision to forgo a sequential re-
ferral waives, reduces, or otherwise affects 
the jurisdiction of the Committee on Science 
and Technology, and that a copy of this let-
ter and of your response will be included in 
the Congressional Record when the bill is 
considered on the House Floor. 

The Committee on Science and Technology 
also expects that you will support our re-
quest to be conferees during any House-Sen-
ate conference on H.R. 549 or similar legisla-
tion. 

Thank you for your attention to this mat-
ter. 

Sincerely, 
BART GORDON, 

Chairman. 

COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY, 
Washington, DC, January 15, 2009. 

Hon. BART GORDON, 
Chairman, Committee on Science and Tech-

nology, Rayburn Bldg., House of Represent-
atives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your 
letter regarding H.R. 549, the ‘‘National 
Bombing Prevention Act of 2009,’’ introduced 
by Congressman Peter T. King on January 
15, 2009. 

I appreciate your willingness to work coop-
eratively on this legislation. I acknowledge 
that H.R. 549 contains provisions that fall 
under the jurisdictional interests of the 
Committee on Science and Technology. I ap-
preciate your agreement to not seek a se-
quential referral of this legislation and I ac-
knowledge that your decision to forgo a se-
quential referral does not waive, alter, or 
otherwise affect the jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee on Science and Technology. 

Further, I recognize that your Committee 
reserves the right to seek appointment of 
conferees on the bill for the portions of the 
bill that are within your jurisdiction and I 
agree to support such a request. 

I will ensure that this exchange of letters 
is included in the Congressional Record dur-
ing floor consideration of H.R. 549, the ‘‘Na-
tional Bombing Prevention Act of 2009.’’ I 
look forward to working with you on this 
legislation and other matters of great impor-
tance to this nation. 

Sincerely, 
BENNIE G. THOMPSON, 

Chairman. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
bill and yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, explosives remain the 
preferred weapon of choice by terror-
ists around the world. Yet, in the im-
mediate aftermath of the September 11 
attacks, the Bush administration 
placed a disproportionate level of at-
tention on unconventional emerging 
threats such as chemical, biological, 
radiological, and nuclear weapons of 
mass destruction. 

Despite the issuance 2 years ago of 
HSPD 19, which is entitled ‘‘Combating 
Terrorist Use of Explosives in the 
United States,’’ the focus needed to ad-
dress the conventional explosives has 
been sorely lacking. 

Time and again, we have seen terror-
ists use explosives against the United 
States and our overseas interests. We 
have also seen them used to deadly ef-
fect against some of our closest allies, 
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including Britain, Spain and, most re-
cently, India. 

Because explosives, be they home-
made or military grade, are relatively 
easy to obtain and use in an improvised 
explosives device, a focused and coordi-
nated approach is needed. 

Passage of H.R. 549, the National 
Bombing Prevention Act of 2009, is a 
critical step to putting us on a path to 
developing such an approach. 

Specifically, this bill, a reintroduced 
version of H.R. 4749 from last Congress, 
which passed the House overwhelm-
ingly on June 18 of last year, estab-
lishes the Office of Bomb Prevention at 
the Department of Homeland Security. 

I wish to thank the gentleman from 
Long Island, the ranking member of 
the Committee on Homeland Security, 
Mr. KING, for authoring this legisla-
tion, and I am proud to once again be 
an original cosponsor. 

This is a straightforward, bipartisan 
bill that authorizes the Office of Bomb-
ing Prevention in law and sets forth its 
responsibilities for coordinating Fed-
eral efforts to deter, detect, prevent, 
protect against, and respond to ter-
rorist explosive attacks in the United 
States. 

To do so, the office is required to 
conduct analysis of the Federal, State, 
local, and tribal government capabili-
ties; and maintain a national database 
of the capabilities of bomb squads, ex-
plosive detection canine teams, tactics 
teams, and public safety dive teams 
around the Nation. 

Additionally, the bill requires the 
Secretary of Homeland Security to de-
velop a national strategy to prevent 
and prepare for terrorist explosive at-
tacks in the United States. 

The bill authorizes $10 million for fis-
cal year 2010 and $25 million annually 
for the following 3 years. 

I strongly urge passage of this impor-
tant homeland security legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

This bill authorizes the Office of 
Bombing Prevention within the De-
partment of Homeland Security. In 
previous Congresses, it passed on sus-
pension with bipartisan support. 

This office will provide the necessary 
analysis and coordination of our Na-
tion’s bomb prevention capability to 
best protect our citizens from the 
threat posed by explosive materials. 

We only need to look at terrorist ac-
tivities overseas to understand that 
conventional and improvised explosive 
devices are a terrorist’s weapon of 
choice to target military and civilians. 

Within the United States, we have 
been subject to our own share of explo-
sive attacks, including the 1993 World 
Trade Center bombings, the 1995 Okla-
homa City bombing, the Centennial 
Olympic Park bombing, and others. 

State and local authorities have de-
veloped the capabilities to respond to 
potential explosive threats and to neu-
tralize them. Yet without the office es-

tablished in this bill, there would be no 
analysis of our nationwide capability 
to respond to explosive threats, or 
where gaps exist in training, equip-
ment, and personnel against a national 
baseline. This analysis will assist State 
and local officials in applying for 
homeland security grants to fill these 
gaps. 

Further, this legislation will author-
ize the office to continue to promote 
information sharing and IED security 
awareness through advanced bomb pre-
vention techniques and usable informa-
tion. 

The office uses a secure Web site, 
known as ‘‘TRIPwire,’’ to provide to 
bomb prevention officials across the 
country access to current terrorist IED 
tactics, techniques and procedures, 
along with expert analysis and reports, 
making it a one-stop shop for action-
able information. 

I previously mentioned our troops’ 
experience with IEDs in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan. This legislation instructs 
the Secretary of Homeland Security to 
work closely with the Department of 
Defense to take advantage of what our 
troops have learned on the battlefield, 
both in tactics and technology, to im-
prove the capability of our first re-
sponders here at home. 

Preventing a bomb from going off 
should involve more than just those 
first responders attempting to neu-
tralize the threat once the bomb has 
been placed. Education and awareness 
programs regarding the threat of IEDs 
are also a piece of this legislation, pro-
viding information on explosive precur-
sors to merchants who can recognize 
suspicious purchases. 

The continued need for the Office of 
Bombing Prevention is clear. It is im-
portant to note that this office is not 
designed to replace existing elements 
of counter-explosive expertise already 
found in the Federal Government, but 
to assist and coordinate State, local, 
and tribal capability. In fact, the Na-
tional Tactical Officers Association 
supports this legislation. 

By supporting H.R. 549, we take an-
other step in upholding our responsi-
bility to protect the lives and liveli-
hood of American citizens. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 

Speaker, I don’t have any additional 
speakers for the bill, and I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF). 

Mr. WOLF. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
549, the National Bombing Prevention 
Act of 2009. However, I have some con-
cerns about language included in this 
bill regarding the enhancement of ex-
plosives detection canine resources and 
capabilities. I’m concerned and worried 
that this provision could unintention-
ally harm established Federal canine 
training facilities and even weaken ex-
isting training standards. 

Currently, the Customs and Border 
Protection agency runs two world-class 
canine training facilities under its Ca-
nine Enforcement Program, in addition 
to a USDA facility in Florida. One of 
these facilities is located in my con-
gressional district in Front Royal, Vir-
ginia, in what is viewed as the Shen-
andoah Valley. I strongly encourage 
Members to visit this exceptional pro-
gram, staffed by dedicated Federal em-
ployees, before making any comprehen-
sive reforms to this model program. 

The Canine Enhancement Program 
already serves the needs of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security and other 
Federal agencies. It is so highly re-
garded that many of our closest inter-
national allies—and I was out there. 
Egypt had their people out there train-
ing and many others—send their canine 
program officials to the Front Royal 
facility for training. 

Mr. Speaker, rather than reinventing 
a program that already demonstrates 
exceptional results, I hope that we can 
work with the Department of Home-
land Security and Customs and Border 
Protection to address these issues as 
this legislation moves forward. 

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. KING). 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding and 
am privileged to address you, Mr. 
Speaker, and to rise in support of H.R. 
549, the National Bombing Prevention 
Act. 

This is something that certainly 
arises out of 9/11, when we watched in 
horror as the twin towers burned, the 
Pentagon was attacked, and the plane 
was crashed in Pennsylvania. It’s 
changed the focus of this Nation. It’s 
changed the priorities that we have. 

One would think that government 
would simply look at this and make 
sure that all the gaps are filled, that 
we were able to analyze capabilities 
and maintain a database, identify 
those gaps. The list of the things in 
this bill goes on. 

I’m looking at the risk to America 
and the energy that brings this bill to 
the floor, Mr. Speaker, and I think 
about this country in the broad terms. 
What do we need to do to take America 
to the next level of our destiny? How 
do we nurture the things that protect 
us? And how do we enhance the compo-
nents that improve us? 

And I can’t help but reflect, Mr. 
Speaker, as I stand here that we are 
unanimous in our support in protecting 
the American people. We disagree 
sometimes on the tactics—and I don’t 
think we much disagree on these tac-
tics—but I think that there are greater 
risks out there to America that cry out 
for an urgent approach rather than 
H.R. 549, the National Bombing Preven-
tion Act. 

Some of those greater risks come 
from overseas. They come on our 
American military that are today in 
harm’s way in Iraq and Afghanistan, 
the whole backdrop of that. We have 
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poured a significant amount of re-
sources in, and we’ve seen great suc-
cess in Iraq in particular. We have a 
tough battle to fight in Afghanistan. 
That’s the habitat that breeds the peo-
ple that would like to penetrate 
through our shield. 

That’s something we cannot always 
see but it’s a tangible enemy because 
we have seen the results of that tan-
gible enemy. 

Mr. Speaker, I can’t watch this bill 
move through debate without raising 
the issue of the intangible enemy that 
we have, the enemy that we have from 
within, the enemy that creeps up on us 
and sneaks up on us, and the one that 
causes us to revert to security and try-
ing to find a safer future. Whenever we 
see a bump along in our economy, when 
we see the stock market take a dip, 
when we see some unemployment num-
bers that go up, the first thing that 
happens is those who have been lying 
in wait for an economic disaster 
pounce upon that as an argument that 
the free markets are not the solution, 
that a managed economy is the solu-
tion. 

And we’re in the middle of a pivotal 
debate in America today, Mr. Speaker, 
and that pivotal debate rests not so 
much on the physical security of the 
American people, as it does the eco-
nomic opportunity of the American 
people. 

And in the name of economic secu-
rity, we are watching trillions of dol-
lars being invested in programs that 
have not shown any pattern of being 
successful. There was a $150 billion 
stimulus plan not quite a year ago and 
then a $700 billion stimulus plan that 
came out before the election, the bail-
out plan as it’s commonly known, and 
now we’re looking at perhaps a $900 bil-
lion stimulus that has with it at least 
$347 billion in interest attached to it 
over the next 10 years which takes us 
to $1.3 trillion. 

Just add the $700 billion on from the 
bailout from last fall, and we’re at $2 
trillion, $2 trillion in debt and burden 
which is just one leg of a multi-legged 
stool as we know from President 
Obama that has to be constructed by 
that approach. 

And I will submit that as much as 
we’d like to provide for the safety and 
the security of the American people— 
and I will continue to support and 
work together hand-in-hand across the 
aisle on those issues—I do oppose the 
idea that government can spend money 
better than people can, and I oppose 
the idea that creating new government 
programs and spending trillions of dol-
lars. And this one-leg of a multi-legged 
stool is a $2 trillion leg, Mr. Speaker. 

How many more trillion dollars be-
fore we get all the legs built on this 
stool that may look like a centipede 
and our debt may look like it’s insur-
mountable into the future? 

We’ve got to revert to the things that 
made this Nation great, the founda-
tions of the American exceptionalism. 
And those foundations have been—and 

if we’re to have a future will be—the 
free markets, the markets, the free en-
terprise system, and our faith in those 
markets. And at some point, we have 
to look back at history and understand 
that no matter how deep we can dig 
into the old ‘‘New Deal’’ of the 1930s, 
that the best that can be said for it was 
it may have slowed and diminished the 
depths to which we sunk during the 
Great Depression, but the tradeoff was 
that it delayed the recovery. 

b 1700 

And now we are looking at a new, 
uber, new, new deal that’s coming, that 
is multitrillions of dollars, that may or 
may not diminish the depths, but it 
will certainly delay the recovery. 

So that is my greatest fear for Amer-
ica, Mr. Speaker. I appreciate your at-
tention. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. OLSON. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further speakers. I urge members to 
support this bill. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support H.R. 
549, and believe that authorizing the 
Office of Bombing Prevention will 
greatly enhance our Nation’s prepared-
ness and response to arguably the most 
likely method of terrorist attack. 

In addition to authorizing the Office 
to develop a strategic vision and estab-
lish the capabilities level around the 
Nation, the bill provides support for ef-
forts to research explosives detection 
and mitigation. 

It is important to note, Mr. Speaker, 
that an informed public is a prepared 
public. In this spirit, the bill also di-
rects the Office to develop and imple-
ment a public awareness campaign that 
can reach the private sector, as well as 
ordinary citizens. 

Again, I’d like to commend Ranking 
Member KING for bringing forth this 
important bipartisan legislation, and I 
urge immediate passage of H.R. 549. 

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of H.R. 549, the National Bombing 
Prevention Act of 2009, and am pleased that 
the House has moved quickly early in the 
111th Congress to act on this important legis-
lation. On January 15, 2009, I introduced H.R. 
549, which authorizes the Office of Bombing 
Prevention within the Department of Homeland 
Security. In the previous Congress, the full 
House passed similar legislation by bipartisan 
voice vote on June 18, 2008. 

The Office of Bombing Prevention will pro-
vide much needed analysis and coordination 
of our Nation’s bomb-prevention capacity. This 
will inform State and local governments on 
how to best protect our citizens from the threat 
posed by improvised explosive devices (IEDs). 
The terrorist attacks in Iraq and Afghanistan; 
the attacks in London in 2007 and 2005; the 
Madrid bombings in 2004; and the countless 
other bombing attacks around the world serve 
as reminders that terrorist organizations utilize 
IEDs to target civilians and military personnel. 

Within the United States, we have been 
subject to our own share of explosive attacks, 
including the 1993 World Trade Center bomb-
ings; the 1995 Oklahoma City bombing; the 
Centennial Olympic Park bombing; and others. 
State and local bomb squads across the coun-
try have formed and trained to respond to 
these types of threats. But at the national 
level, there is no analysis of our nationwide 
capability to respond to explosive threats, or to 
identify where gaps exist in training, equip-
ment, and personnel against a national base-
line. The Office authorized by this bill gives us 
that ability. 

This analysis will also assist State and local 
officials in applying for homeland security 
grants to fill these gaps. Further, the bill re-
quires the Office to continue to share informa-
tion with State and local officials and promote 
IED security awareness. This information is 
distributed through a secure website, known 
as ‘‘TRIPwire,’’ which provides to appropriate 
law enforcement officials access to current 
IED tactics, techniques and procedures—up-
dated in light of new events and as terrorists 
change their methods. ‘‘TRIPwire’’ includes 
analysis and reports by experts making it a 
‘‘one-stop shop’’ for actionable information. 

Information sharing with law enforcement is 
only one part of preventing an IED attack with-
in the United States. Another key component 
of the Office of Bombing Prevention author-
ized in this bill is the establishment of an 
awareness program for the public regarding 
the threat of IEDs. This program will educate 
merchants, for example, on types of materials 
that are explosive pre-cursors, so that sellers 
can watch for, and recognize, suspicious pur-
chases. 

Recognizing that our military has developed 
invaluable expertise in recognizing and coun-
tering IEDs, this legislation instructs the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security to work closely 
with the Department of Defense to leverage 
lessons learned by our troops in combat. 
Adapting appropriate tactics and technology 
from overseas will improve the capability of 
our first responders here at home. 

The Office of Bombing Prevention has been 
in existence at the Department of Homeland 
Security since 2005, but has not yet been au-
thorized by statute. The continued need for 
the Office of Bombing Prevention is clear. 
While there are many Federal agencies that 
bring expertise and roles to countering an ex-
plosive threat, this Office provides a unique 
role to assist and assess State, local, and trib-
al capability. 

By supporting H.R. 549, we take another 
step in upholding our responsibility to protect 
the lives and livelihood of American citizens. I 
urge my colleagues to vote in favor of this bill. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. 
THOMPSON) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 549, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill, as 
amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON ENERGY 
INDEPENDENCE AND GLOBAL 
WARMING 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to section 4(a) of House Resolution 
5, 111th Congress, and the order of the 
House of January 6, 2009, the Chair an-
nounces the Speaker’s appointment of 
the following Members of the House to 
the Select Committee on Energy Inde-
pendence and Global Warming: 

Mr. SHADEGG, Arizona 
Mr. SULLIVAN, Oklahoma 
Mrs. BLACKBURN, Tennessee 
Mrs. MILLER, Michigan 
Mrs. CAPITO, West Virginia 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 6:30 p.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 2 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess 
until approximately 6:30 p.m. 

f 

b 1830 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. BOCCIERI) at 6 o’clock and 
30 minutes p.m. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings 
will resume on motions to suspend the 
rules previously postponed. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

H. Res. 82, by the yeas and nays; 
H. Res. 103, by the yeas and nays; 
H.R. 559, by the yeas and nays. 
The vote on H.R. 738 will be taken to-

morrow. 
The first electronic vote will be con-

ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining 
electronic votes will be conducted as 5- 
minute votes. 

f 

NATIONAL STALKING AWARENESS 
MONTH 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and agree to 
the resolution, H. Res. 82, on which the 
yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the resolution, H. 
Res. 82. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 417, nays 0, 
not voting 15, as follows: 

Roll No. 47 

YEAS—417 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Adler (NJ) 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boccieri 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Bright 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantor 
Cao 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Castor (FL) 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 

Davis (TN) 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Driehaus 
Duncan 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Fallin 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gordon (TN) 
Granger 
Graves 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Harper 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan (OH) 

Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilroy 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kline (MN) 
Kosmas 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Lee (NY) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Marshall 
Massa 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMahon 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Minnick 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Nye 

Oberstar 
Obey 
Olson 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 

Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sestak 
Shadegg 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Sullivan 

Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Teague 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walz 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wilson (OH) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—15 

Barrett (SC) 
Buyer 
Campbell 
Conyers 
Crowley 
Flake 

Herger 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Moran (KS) 
Payne 

Solis (CA) 
Stark 
Stupak 
Tiahrt 

b 1855 

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

Stated for: 
Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

47, I was unavoidably detained. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

INTRODUCING ZACHARY LARS 
SANDLIN 

(Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Ms. HERSETH SANDLIN. Mr. Speak-
er, it is with great joy that my hus-
band, Congressman Max Sandlin, a 
former Member of this distinguished 
body, and I introduce to you and to all 
of our colleagues the newest addition 
to our family, Zachary Lars Sandlin. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, 5-minute voting will con-
tinue. 

There was no objection. 
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LENCE AWARENESS AND PRE-
VENTION WEEK 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and agree to 
the resolution, H. Res. 103, on which 
the yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the resolution, H. 
Res. 103. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 419, nays 0, 
not voting 13, as follows: 

Roll No. 48 

YEAS—419 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Adler (NJ) 
Akin 
Alexander 
Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boccieri 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Bright 
Broun (GA) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantor 
Cao 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Castor (FL) 
Chaffetz 

Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Driehaus 
Duncan 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Fallin 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 

Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gordon (TN) 
Granger 
Graves 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Harper 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilroy 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 
Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kline (MN) 
Kosmas 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Lamborn 

Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Lee (NY) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Marshall 
Massa 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMahon 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Minnick 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Myrick 

Nadler (NY) 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Nye 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olson 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Perriello 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe (TX) 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schauer 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 

Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sestak 
Shadegg 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Teague 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walz 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wilson (OH) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—13 

Barrett (SC) 
Buyer 
Campbell 
Crowley 
Flake 

Kilpatrick (MI) 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Moran (KS) 
Payne 

Solis (CA) 
Stark 
Stupak 
Tiahrt 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). Two minutes remain in the 
vote. 

b 1906 

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
resolution was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

ANNOUNCING THE PASSING OF 
FORMER REPRESENTATIVE WEN-
DELL WYATT 

(Mr. WU asked and was given permis-
sion to address the House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, Wendell Wyatt 
passed away last week at the age of 91. 
He represented the First Congressional 
District of Oregon from 1964 to 1975. He 
was my predecessor’s predecessor’s 
predecessor. He represented Oregon 
with integrity and compassion, and he 
will be remembered for his constituent 
service, his willingness to work toward 
consensus, and for his service in the 
Marine Corps during World War II as a 
fighter pilot. 

Oregon has lost a statesman, but we 
remain indebted to Wendell Wyatt’s 
service and legacy. 

Mr. WALDEN. Would the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. WU. I am pleased to yield to the 
gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. WALDEN. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

Wendell Wyatt guided bills through 
Congress that left lasting imprints all 
over our great State of Oregon, includ-
ing bills that established the Tualatin 
Reclamation Project in Washington 
County, the Columbia River 40-foot 
shipping channel, Lincoln City’s Cas-
cade Head Scenic Area, and a bill au-
thorizing the purchase of ranch lands 
along the Snake River for public recre-
ation. 

He will be missed; he will never be 
forgotten. 

Mr. WU. I ask my colleagues to join 
me in celebrating Wendell Wyatt’s life 
and expressing condolences to his fam-
ily by requesting a moment of silence. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers will rise and observe a moment of 
silence. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, 5-minute voting will con-
tinue. 

There was no objection. 

f 

FAST REDRESS ACT OF 2009 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill, H.R. 559, on which the yeas and 
nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. 
THOMPSON) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 559. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 413, nays 3, 
not voting 16, as follows: 

[Roll No. 49] 

YEAS—413 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 

Aderholt 
Adler (NJ) 

Akin 
Alexander 
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Altmire 
Andrews 
Arcuri 
Austria 
Baca 
Bachmann 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bartlett 
Barton (TX) 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boccieri 
Boehner 
Bonner 
Bono Mack 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Braley (IA) 
Bright 
Brown (SC) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Buchanan 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantor 
Cao 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Cassidy 
Castle 
Castor (FL) 
Chaffetz 
Chandler 
Childers 
Clarke 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coffman (CO) 
Cohen 
Cole 
Conaway 
Connolly (VA) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Courtney 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Dahlkemper 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 

Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donnelly (IN) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Driehaus 
Duncan 
Edwards (MD) 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Ellison 
Ellsworth 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Fallin 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fleming 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Giffords 
Gingrey (GA) 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gordon (TN) 
Granger 
Graves 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Guthrie 
Gutierrez 
Hall (NY) 
Hall (TX) 
Halvorson 
Hare 
Harman 
Harper 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Heinrich 
Heller 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth Sandlin 
Higgins 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hirono 
Hodes 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Inglis 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jenkins 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan (OH) 
Kagen 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilroy 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kirkpatrick (AZ) 

Kissell 
Klein (FL) 
Kline (MN) 
Kosmas 
Kratovil 
Kucinich 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Latta 
Lee (CA) 
Lee (NY) 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján 
Lummis 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maffei 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey (CO) 
Markey (MA) 
Marshall 
Massa 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (CA) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMahon 
McNerney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Minnick 
Mitchell 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy (CT) 
Murphy, Patrick 
Murphy, Tim 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nadler (NY) 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Nunes 
Nye 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olson 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor (AZ) 
Paul 
Paulsen 
Pence 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Petri 
Pingree (ME) 

Pitts 
Platts 
Polis (CO) 
Pomeroy 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Reyes 
Richardson 
Rodriguez 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothman (NJ) 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 

Schauer 
Schiff 
Schmidt 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schwartz 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sestak 
Shadegg 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuler 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Space 
Speier 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor 
Teague 

Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Titus 
Tonko 
Towns 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walz 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Welch 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wilson (OH) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—3 

Broun (GA) Poe (TX) Westmoreland 

NOT VOTING—16 

Barrett (SC) 
Buyer 
Campbell 
Crowley 
Flake 
Frank (MA) 

Kilpatrick (MI) 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Moran (KS) 
Napolitano 
Payne 

Perriello 
Solis (CA) 
Stark 
Tiahrt 
Velázquez 

b 1919 

Messrs. POE of Texas and WEST-
MORELAND changed their vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the 
bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan. Mr. Speaker 
due to personal reasons, I was unable to at-
tend to several votes today. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on final 
passage of H. Res. 82, Raising Awareness 
and Encouraging Prevention of Stalking by Es-
tablishing January 2009 as National Stalking 
Awareness Month; ‘‘yea’’ on final passage of 
H. Res. 103, Supporting the goals and ideals 
of National Teen Dating Violence Awareness 
and Prevention Week; and ‘‘yea’’ on final pas-
sage of H.R. 559—Fair, Accurate, Secure, and 
Timely Redress Act. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
THE SENATE AMENDMENT TO 
H.R. 2, CHILDREN’S HEALTH IN-
SURANCE PROGRAM REAUTHOR-
IZATION ACT OF 2009 

Mr. PERLMUTTER, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 111–10) on the 

resolution (H. Res. 107) providing for 
consideration of the Senate amend-
ment to the bill (H.R. 2) to amend title 
XXI of the Social Security Act to ex-
tend and improve the Children’s Health 
Insurance Program, and for other pur-
poses, which was referred to the House 
Calendar and ordered to be printed. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
S. 352, DTV DELAY ACT 

Mr. PERLMUTTER, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 111–11) on the 
resolution (H. Res. 108) providing for 
consideration of the Senate bill (S. 352) 
to postpone the DTV transition date, 
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed. 

f 

REMEMBERING THE HONORABLE 
WENDELL WYATT, FORMER 
MEMBER OF CONGRESS 

(Mr. BLUMENAUER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, Or-
egon lost a remarkable leader last 
week with the passing of Wendell 
Wyatt. He was a man who served his 
country in the FBI and the Marine 
Corps. He was a citizen volunteer and a 
leader of his political party. He also 
served for 10 distinguished years here 
in this Chamber. A Republican who 
could manage partisan clashes as well 
as chair a Presidential campaign, he 
was skillful in bringing people to-
gether. He shared his progressive in-
sights from the hard-headed perspec-
tive of a principled conservative. I will 
miss his wit, intellect and insight, but 
will always cherish his friendship. 

f 

SMART GOVERNMENT SOLUTIONS 

(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, yesterday I had the honor 
of attending Groundhog Day at Gob-
bler’s Knob in Punxsutawney, Pennsyl-
vania. And while we were all there to 
celebrate an age-old tradition, I was 
not surprised by what was on the minds 
of my constituents. 

Like the rest of the country, Mr. 
Speaker, small-town, rural Pennsyl-
vania is facing difficult times. But with 
that said, a great majority of the folks 
in the Fifth District of Pennsylvania 
are adamantly against this latest boon-
doggle that some are calling a ‘‘stim-
ulus package.’’ Are there some worth-
while programs in this bill? Absolutely. 
But hardworking, Main Street Ameri-
cans are looking for what I call smart 
government solutions, not the Big Gov-
ernment Washington-as-usual-style 
plan that was adopted by the House 
Democrats. 

Smart government solutions put 
money back in taxpayers’ pockets for 
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small business and middle class tax re-
lief. Done correctly, investment in in-
frastructure and increased domestic 
energy production are smart govern-
ment solutions. Mr. Speaker, there are 
435 able-minded Members of the body. 
And while we all come from different 
corners of the country with different 
opinions and unique backgrounds, this 
is the people’s House, where debate 
should be encouraged and thoughtful 
deliberation the standard. Unfortu-
nately, Mr. Speaker, from what I have 
witnessed thus far, the people’s rep-
resentatives are not being heard. 

f 

HONORING NANCY BRINKER 

(Mr. KLEIN of Florida asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. KLEIN of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today as we begin National Cancer 
Prevention Month to honor an extraor-
dinary member of our south Florida 
community, Mrs. Nancy Brinker. 
Nancy is the founder of the Susan G. 
Komen Foundation, the largest charity 
in the world. Named after Nancy’s only 
sister who succumbed to breast cancer 
in 1980, the foundation has raised tens 
of millions of dollars for research and 
currently includes 100,000 volunteers 
worldwide. 

As many of you know, the signature 
event of the Susan G. Komen Founda-
tion is its annual Race for the Cure. 
This past weekend, I was honored to 
participate with many others for the 
Race for the Cure held in West Palm 
Beach, where I walked in honor of my 
sister who was recently diagnosed with 
breast cancer. At this event, I was de-
lighted to meet Nancy in person and 
thank her for her tireless efforts in 
fighting this terrible disease. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to recog-
nize Nancy Brinker and all of the par-
ticipants in the 2009 West Palm Beach 
Race for the Cure for their commit-
ment to defeating breast cancer. 

f 

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE 
PITTSBURGH STEELERS 

(Mr. ALTMIRE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. ALTMIRE. Mr. Speaker, to para-
phrase an old NFL films episode, there 
are 31 teams in the National Football 
League, and then there are the Pitts-
burgh Steelers. By winning their NFL 
record sixth Super Bowl this past Sun-
day, the Steelers have now truly gone 
where no team has gone before. 

I want to congratulate the Rooney 
family, especially team owner Dan and 
president Art Rooney, the architects of 
yet another championship team. Head 
coach Mike Tomlin now goes down in 
history as the youngest coach to ever 
win a Super Bowl. And while every 
player played a role, special congratu-
lations go out to quarterback Ben 
Roethlisberger, who engineered one of 
the greatest clutch drives ever, line-
backer James Harrison, who scored on 

the longest play in Super Bowl history, 
and game MVP Santonio Holmes, 
whose spectacular touchdown catch 
sealed the win. 

Congratulations again to ‘‘Six- 
Burgh’’ and fans across the Steelers 
Nation. 

f 

WE WILL STAND BY THE JEWISH 
COMMUNITY IN CARACAS, VEN-
EZUELA 

(Mr. ENGEL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, just a few 
days ago, there was a despicable attack 
on the largest synagogue in Caracas, 
Venezuela, which was orchestrated and 
very, very disgraceful. Twenty mem-
bers of the House of Representatives 
Foreign Affairs Committee wrote a 
strong letter to President Hugo Chavez 
asking him not only to condemn this 
but to take strong steps to prevent it. 
The fact of the matter is it is Hugo 
Chavez’s actions which led to this. He 
created the atmosphere which led to 
this, a climate of fear and intimidation 
against the Jewish community in Ven-
ezuela. This has to stop. 

When you single out the Jewish com-
munity and ask them to condemn 
Israel and tell them that they must do 
it, this creates this kind of at atmos-
phere. This is government sponsored, 
as far as I’m concerned. We will con-
tinue to monitor it. 

We will not leave the Jewish commu-
nity to stand by itself there. We will be 
with them every step of the way. And 
we will not allow Hugo Chavez to con-
tinue to intimidate those people. There 
are 25,000 people, ten of them have left. 
We’re going to monitor the situation 
very carefully. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, and under a previous order 
of the House, the following Members 
will be recognized for 5 minutes each. 

f 

PUBLICATION OF THE RULES OF 
THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIA-
TIONS, 111TH CONGRESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. OBEY. Madam Speaker, pursuant to 
clause 2 of rule XI, I submit for publication in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD the rules of the 
Committee on Appropriations for the 111th 
Congress, adopted on January 21, 2009. 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, COMMITTEE 

RULES, EFFECTIVE FOR ONE HUNDRED ELEV-
ENTH CONGRESS, APPROVED JANUARY 21, 
2009 

RESOLVED, That the rules and practices of 
the Committee on Appropriations, House of 
Representatives, in the One Hundred Tenth 
Congress, except as otherwise provided here-
inafter, shall be and are hereby adopted as 
the rules and practices of the Committee on 

Appropriations in the One Hundred Eleventh 
Congress. 

The foregoing resolution adopts the fol-
lowing rules: 

SEC. 1: POWER TO SIT AND ACT 
(a) For the purpose of carrying out any of 

its functions and duties under Rules X and 
XI of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the Committee and each of its sub-
committees is authorized: 

(1) To sit and act at such times and places 
within the United States whether the House 
is in session, has recessed, or has adjourned, 
and to hold such hearings as it deems nec-
essary; and (2) To require, by subpoena or 
otherwise, the attendance and testimony of 
such witnesses and the production of such 
books, reports, correspondence, memoran-
dums, papers, and documents as it deems 
necessary. 

(b) The Chairman, or any Member des-
ignated by the Chairman, may administer 
oaths to any witness. 

(c) A subpoena may be authorized and 
issued by the Committee or its subcommit-
tees under subsection (a)(2) in the conduct of 
any investigation or activity or series of in-
vestigations or activities, only when author-
ized by a majority of the Members of the 
Committee voting, a majority being present. 
The power to authorize and issue subpoenas 
under subsection (a)(2) may be delegated to 
the Chairman pursuant to such rules and 
under such limitations as the Committee 
may prescribe. Authorized subpoenas shall 
be signed by the Chairman or by any Member 
designated by the Committee. 

(d) Compliance with any subpoena issued 
by the Committee or its subcommittees may 
be enforced only as authorized or directed by 
the House. 

SEC. 2: SUBCOMMITTEES 
(a) The Majority Caucus of the Committee 

shall establish the number of subcommittees 
and shall determine the jurisdiction of each 
subcommittee. 

(b) Each subcommittee is authorized to 
meet, hold hearings, receive evidence, and 
report to the Committee all matters referred 
to it. 

(c) All legislation and other matters re-
ferred to the Committee shall be referred to 
the subcommittee of appropriate jurisdiction 
within two weeks unless, by majority vote of 
the Majority Members of the full Committee, 
consideration is to be by the full Committee. 

(d) The Majority Caucus of the Committee 
shall determine an appropriate ratio of Ma-
jority to Minority Members for each sub-
committee. The Chairman is authorized to 
negotiate that ratio with the Minority; Pro-
vided, however, That party representation in 
each subcommittee, including ex-officio 
members, shall be no less favorable to the 
Majority than the ratio for the full Com-
mittee. 

(e) The Chairman and Ranking Minority 
Member of the full Committee are each au-
thorized to sit as a member of all sub-
committees and to participate, including 
voting, in all of the work of the subcommit-
tees. 

SEC. 3: STAFFING 
(a) Committee Staff—The Chairman is au-

thorized to appoint the staff of the Com-
mittee, and make adjustments in the job ti-
tles and compensation thereof subject to the 
maximum rates and conditions established 
in Clause 9(c) of Rule X of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives. In addition, he is 
authorized, in his discretion, to arrange for 
their specialized training. The Chairman is 
also authorized to employ additional per-
sonnel as necessary. 

(b) Assistants to Members: 
(1) Each of the top twenty-one senior ma-

jority and minority Members of the full 
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Committee may select and designate one 
staff member who shall serve at the pleasure 
of that Member. Effective as of such date as 
the Chairman may determine, all other 
Members of the Committee may also each se-
lect and designate one such staff member. 

(2) Effective as of such date as the Chair-
man may determine, the Chairman and 
Ranking Minority Member of the full com-
mittee and of each subcommittee may each 
select and designate one staff member, in ad-
dition to the staff member designated under 
the preceding paragraph, who shall serve at 
the pleasure of the Member making the des-
ignation. 

(3) Staff members designated under this 
subsection shall be compensated at a rate, 
determined by the Member, not to exceed 75 
per centum of the maximum established in 
Clause 9 (c) of Rule X of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives. Effective as of 
such date as the Chairman may determine, 
the limit on compensation under this sub-
section shall be increased to 80 per centum of 
such maximum. 

(4) Members designating staff members 
under this subsection must specifically cer-
tify by letter to the Chairman that the em-
ployees are needed and will be utilized for 
Committee work. 

SEC. 4: COMMITTEE MEETINGS 
(a) Regular Meeting Day—The regular 

meeting day of the Committee shall be the 
first Wednesday of each month while the 
House is in session, unless the Committee 
has met within the past 30 days or the Chair-
man considers a specific meeting unneces-
sary in the light of the requirements of the 
Committee business schedule. 

(b) Additional and Special Meetings: 
(1) The Chairman may call and convene, as 

he considers necessary, additional meetings 
of the Committee for the consideration of 
any bill or resolution pending before the 
Committee or for the conduct of other Com-
mittee business. The Committee shall meet 
for such purpose pursuant to that call of the 
Chairman. 

(2) If at least three Committee Members 
desire that a special meeting of the Com-
mittee be called by the Chairman, those 
Members may file in the Committee Offices 
a written request to the Chairman for that 
special meeting. Such request shall specify 
the measure or matter to be considered. 
Upon the filing of the request, the Com-
mittee Clerk shall notify the Chairman. 

(3) If within three calendar days after the 
filing of the request, the Chairman does not 
call the requested special meeting to be held 
within seven calendar days after the filing of 
the request, a majority of the Committee 
Members may file in the Committee Offices 
their written notice that a special meeting 
will be held, specifying the date and hour of 
such meeting, and the measure or matter to 
be considered. The Committee shall meet on 
that date and hour. 

(4) Immediately upon the filing of the no-
tice, the Committee Clerk shall notify all 
Committee Members that such special meet-
ing will be held and inform them of its date 
and hour and the measure or matter to be 
considered. Only the measure or matter spec-
ified in that notice may be considered at the 
special meeting. 

(c) Vice Chairman To Preside in Absence of 
Chairman—A member of the majority party 
on the Committee or subcommittee thereof 
designated by the Chairman of the full Com-
mittee shall be vice chairman of the Com-
mittee or subcommittee, as the case may be, 
and shall preside at any meeting during the 
temporary absence of the chairman. If the 
chairman and vice chairman of the Com-
mittee or subcommittee are not present at 
any meeting of the Committee or sub-

committee, the ranking member of the ma-
jority party who is present shall preside at 
that meeting. 

(d) Business Meetings: 
(1) Each meeting for the transaction of 

business, including the markup of legisla-
tion, of the Committee and its subcommit-
tees shall be open to the public except when 
the Committee or the subcommittee con-
cerned, in open session and with a majority 
present, determines by roll call vote that all 
or part of the remainder of the meeting on 
that day shall be closed. 

(2) No person other than Committee Mem-
bers and such congressional staff and depart-
mental representatives as they may author-
ize shall be present at any business or mark-
up session which has been closed. 

(e) Committee Records: 
(1) The Committee shall keep a complete 

record of all Committee action, including a 
record of the votes on any question on which 
a roll call is demanded. The result of each 
roll call vote shall be available for inspec-
tion by the public during regular business 
hours in the Committee Offices. The infor-
mation made available for public inspection 
shall include a description of the amend-
ment, motion, or other proposition, and the 
name of each Member voting for and each 
Member voting against, and the names of 
those Members present but not voting. 

(2) All hearings, records, data, charts, and 
files of the Committee shall be kept separate 
and distinct from the congressional office 
records of the Chairman of the Committee. 
Such records shall be the property of the 
House, and all Members of the House shall 
have access thereto. 

(3) The records of the Committee at the 
National Archives and Records Administra-
tion shall be made available in accordance 
with Rule VII of the Rules of the House, ex-
cept that the Committee authorizes use of 
any record to which Clause 3 (b)(4) of Rule 
VII of the Rules of the House would other-
wise apply after such record has been in ex-
istence for 20 years. The Chairman shall no-
tify the Ranking Minority Member of any 
decision, pursuant to Clause 3 (b)(3) or 
Clause 4 (b) of Rule VII of the Rules of the 
House, to withhold a record otherwise avail-
able, and the matter shall be presented to 
the Committee for a determination upon the 
written request of any Member of the Com-
mittee. 

(f) Availability of Record Votes on the 
Committee’s Website.—In addition to any 
other requirement of these rules or the Rules 
of the House, the Chairman shall make the 
record of the votes on any question on which 
a record vote is demanded available on the 
Committee’s website not later than 3 legisla-
tive days after such vote is taken. Such 
record shall include a description of the 
amendment, motion, order, or other propo-
sition, the name of each member voting for 
and each member voting against such 
amendment, motion, order, or proposition, 
and the names of those members of the com-
mittee present but not voting. 

SEC. 5: COMMITTEE AND SUBCOMMITTEE 
HEARINGS 

(a) Overall Budget Hearings—Overall budg-
et hearings by the Committee, including the 
hearing required by Section 242 (c) of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970 and 
Clause 4 (a)(1) of Rule X of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives shall be conducted 
in open session except when the Committee 
in open session and with a majority present, 
determines by roll call vote that the testi-
mony to be taken at that hearing on that 
day may be related to a matter of national 
security; except that the Committee may by 
the same procedure close one subsequent day 
of hearing. A transcript of all such hearings 

shall be printed and a copy furnished to each 
Member, Delegate, and the Resident Com-
missioner from Puerto Rico. 

(b) Other Hearings: 
(1) All other hearings conducted by the 

Committee or its subcommittees shall be 
open to the public except when the Com-
mittee or subcommittee in open session and 
with a majority present determines by roll 
call vote that all or part of the remainder of 
that hearing on that day shall be closed to 
the public because disclosure of testimony, 
evidence, or other matters to be considered 
would endanger the national security or 
would violate any law or Rule of the House 
of Representatives. Notwithstanding the re-
quirements of the preceding sentence, a ma-
jority of those present at a hearing con-
ducted by the Committee or any of its sub-
committees, there being in attendance the 
number required under Section 5 (c) of these 
Rules to be present for the purpose of taking 
testimony, (1) may vote to close the hearing 
for the sole purpose of discussing whether 
testimony or evidence to be received would 
endanger the national security or violate 
Clause 2 (k)(5) of Rule XI of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives or (2) may vote to 
close the hearing, as provided in Clause 2 
(k)(5) of such Rule. No Member of the House 
of Representatives may be excluded from 
nonparticipatory attendance at any hearing 
of the Committee or its subcommittees un-
less the House of Representatives shall by 
majority vote authorize the Committee or 
any of its subcommittees, for purposes of a 
particular series of hearings on a particular 
article of legislation or on a particular sub-
ject of investigation, to close its hearings to 
Members by the same procedures designated 
in this subsection for closing hearings to the 
public; Provided, however, That the Com-
mittee or its subcommittees may by the 
same procedure vote to close five subsequent 
days of hearings. 

(2) Subcommittee chairmen shall coordi-
nate the development of schedules for meet-
ings or hearings after consultation with the 
Chairman and other subcommittee chairmen 
with a view toward avoiding simultaneous 
scheduling of Committee and subcommittee 
meetings or hearings. 

(3) Each witness who is to appear before 
the Committee or any of its subcommittees 
as the case may be, insofar as is practicable, 
shall file in advance of such appearance, a 
written statement of the proposed testimony 
and shall limit the oral presentation at such 
appearance to a brief summary, except that 
this provision shall not apply to any witness 
appearing before the Committee in the over-
all budget hearings. 

(4) Each witness appearing in a nongovern-
mental capacity before the Committee, or 
any of its subcommittees as the case may be, 
shall to the greatest extent practicable, sub-
mit a written statement including a cur-
riculum vitae and a disclosure of the amount 
and source (by agency and program) of any 
Federal grant (or subgrant thereof) or con-
tract (or subcontract thereof) received dur-
ing the current fiscal year or either of the 
two previous fiscal years by the witness or 
by an entity represented by the witness. 

(c) Quorum for Taking Testimony—The 
number of Members of the Committee which 
shall constitute a quorum for taking testi-
mony and receiving evidence in any hearing 
of the Committee shall be two. 

(d) Calling and Interrogation of Witnesses: 
(1) The Minority Members of the Com-

mittee or its subcommittees shall be enti-
tled, upon request to the Chairman or sub-
committee chairman, by a majority of them 
before completion of any hearing, to call 
witnesses selected by the Minority to testify 
with respect to the matter under consider-
ation during at least one day of hearings 
thereon. 
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(2) The Committee and its subcommittees 

shall observe the five-minute rule during the 
interrogation of witnesses until such time as 
each Member of the Committee or sub-
committee who so desires has had an oppor-
tunity to question the witness. 

(e) Broadcasting and Photographing of 
Committee Meetings and Hearings—When-
ever a hearing or meeting conducted by the 
full Committee or any of its subcommittees 
is open to the public, those proceedings shall 
be open to coverage by television, radio, and 
still photography, as provided in Clause (4)(f) 
of Rule XI of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives. Neither the full Committee 
Chairman or subcommittee chairman shall 
limit the number of television or still cam-
eras to fewer than two representatives from 
each medium. 

(f) Subcommittee Meetings—No sub-
committee shall sit while the House is read-
ing an appropriation measure for amendment 
under the five-minute rule or while the Com-
mittee is in session. 

(g) Public Notice of Committee Hearings— 
The Chairman of the Committee shall make 
public announcement of the date, place, and 
subject matter of any Committee or sub-
committee hearing at least one week before 
the commencement of the hearing. If the 
Chairman of the Committee or sub-
committee, with the concurrence of the 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
or respective subcommittee, determines 
there is good cause to begin the hearing 
sooner, or if the Committee or subcommittee 
so determines by majority vote, a quorum 
being present for the transaction of business, 
the Chairman or subcommittee chairman 
shall make the announcement at the earliest 
possible date. Any announcement made 
under this subsection shall be promptly pub-
lished in the Daily Digest and promptly en-
tered into the Committee scheduling service 
of the House Information Systems. 
SEC. 6: PROCEDURES FOR REPORTING BILLS AND 

RESOLUTIONS 
(a) Prompt Reporting Requirement: 
(1) It shall be the duty of the Chairman to 

report, or cause to be reported promptly to 
the House any bill or resolution approved by 
the Committee and to take or cause to be 
taken necessary steps to bring the matter to 
a vote. 

(2) In any event, a report on a bill or reso-
lution which the Committee has approved 
shall be filed within seven calendar days (ex-
clusive of days in which the House is not in 
session) after the day on which there has 
been filed with the Committee Clerk a writ-
ten request, signed by a majority of Com-
mittee Members, for the reporting of such 
bill or resolution. Upon the filing of any such 
request, the Committee Clerk shall notify 
the Chairman immediately of the filing of 
the request. This subsection does not apply 
to the reporting of a regular appropriation 
bill or to the reporting of a resolution of in-
quiry addressed to the head of an executive 
department. 

(b) Presence, of Committee Majority—No 
measure or recommendation shall be re-
ported from the Committee unless a major-
ity of the Committee was actually present. 

(c) Roll Call Votes—With respect to each 
roll call vote on a motion to report any 
measure or matter of a public character, and 
on any amendment offered to the measure of 
matter, the total number of votes cast for 
and against, and the names of those Mem-
bers voting for and against, shall be included 
in the Committee report on the measure or 
matter. 

(d) Compliance With Congressional Budget 
Act—A Committee report on a bill or resolu-
tion which has been approved by the Com-
mittee shall include the statement required 

by Section 308(a) of the Congressional Budg-
et Act of 1974, separately set out and clearly 
identified, if the bill or resolution provides 
new budget authority. 

(e) Constitutional Authority Statement— 
Each report of the Committee on a bill or 
joint resolution of a public character shall 
include a statement citing the specific pow-
ers granted to the Congress in the Constitu-
tion to enact the law proposed by the bill or 
joint resolution. 

(f) Changes in Existing Law—Each Com-
mittee report on a general appropriation bill 
shall contain a concise statement describing 
fully the effect of any provision of the bill 
which directly or indirectly changes the ap-
plication of existing law. 

(g) Rescissions and Transfers—Each bill or 
resolution reported by the Committee shall 
include separate headings for rescissions and 
transfers of unexpended balances with all 
proposed rescissions and transfers listed 
therein. The report of the Committee accom-
panying such a bill or resolution shall in-
clude a separate section with respect to such 
rescissions or transfers. 

(h) Listing of Unauthorized Appropria-
tions—Each Committee report on a general 
appropriation bill shall contain a list of all 
appropriations contained in the bill for any 
expenditure not currently authorized by law 
for the period concerned (except for classi-
fied intelligence or national security pro-
grams, projects, or activities) along with a 
statement of the last year for which such ex-
penditures were authorized, the level of ex-
penditures authorized for that year, the ac-
tual level of expenditures for that year, and 
the level of appropriations in the bill for 
such expenditures. 

(i) Supplemental or Minority Views: 
(1) If, at the time the Committee approves 

any measure or matter, any Committee 
Member gives notice of intention to file sup-
plemental, minority, or additional views, the 
Member shall be entitled to not less than 
two additional calendar days after the day of 
such notice (excluding Saturdays, Sundays, 
and legal holidays) in which to file such 
views in writing and signed by the Member, 
with the Clerk of the Committee. All such 
views so filed shall be included in and shall 
be a part of the report filed by the Com-
mittee with respect to that measure or mat-
ter. 

(2) The Committee report on that measure 
or matter shall be printed in a single volume 
which— 

(i) shall include all supplemental, minor-
ity, or additional views which have been sub-
mitted by the time of the filing of the report, 
and 

(ii) shall have on its cover a recital that 
any such supplemental, minority, or addi-
tional views are included as part of the re-
port. 

(3) This subsection does not preclude— 
(i) the immediate filing or printing of a 

Committee report unless timely request for 
the opportunity to file supplemental, minor-
ity, or additional views has been made as 
provided by such subsection; or 

(ii) the filing by the Committee of a sup-
plemental report on a measure or matter 
which may be required for correction of any 
technical error in a previous report made by 
the Committee on that measure or matter. 

(4) If, at the time a subcommittee approves 
any measure or matter for recommendation 
to the full Committee, any Member of that 
subcommittee who gives notice of intention 
to offer supplemental, minority, or addi-
tional views shall be entitled, insofar as is 
practicable and in accordance with the print-
ing requirements as determined by the sub-
committee, to include such views in the 
Committee Print with respect to that meas-
ure or matter. 

(j) Availability of Reports—A copy of each 
bill, resolution, or report shall be made 
available to each Member of the Committee 
at least three calendar days (excluding Sat-
urdays, Sundays, and legal holidays) in ad-
vance of the date on which the Committee is 
to consider each bill, resolution, or report; 
Provided, That this subsection may be 
waived by agreement between the Chairman 
and the Ranking Minority Member of the 
full Committee. 

(k) Performance Goals and Objectives— 
Each Committee report shall contain a 
statement of general performance goals and 
objectives, including outcome-related goals 
and objectives, for which the measure au-
thorizes funding. 

(l) Motion to go to Conference—The Chair-
man is directed to offer a motion under 
clause 1 of rule XXII of the Rules of the 
House whenever the Chairman considers it 
appropriate. 

SEC. 7: VOTING 
(a) No vote by any Member of the Com-

mittee or any of its subcommittees with re-
spect to any measure or matter may be cast 
by proxy. 

(b) The vote on any question before the 
Committee shall be taken by the yeas and 
nays on the demand of one-fifth of the Mem-
bers present. 

(c) The Chairman of the Committee or the 
chairman of any of its subcommittees may— 

(1) postpone further proceedings when a 
record vote is ordered on the question of ap-
proving a measure or matter or on adopting 
an amendment; 

(2) resume proceedings on a postponed 
question at any time after reasonable notice. 

When proceedings resume on a postponed 
question, notwithstanding any intervening 
order for the previous question, an under-
lying proposition shall remain subject to fur-
ther debate or. amendment to the same ex-
tent as when the question was postponed. 

SEC. 8: STUDIES AND EXAMINATIONS 
The following procedure shall be applicable 

with respect to the conduct of studies and 
examinations of the organization and oper-
ation of Executive Agencies under authority 
contained in Section 202(b) of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946 and in Clause 
(3)(a) of Rule X of the Rules of the House of 
Representatives: 

(a) The Chairman is authorized to appoint 
such staff and, in his discretion, arrange for 
the procurement of temporary services of 
consultants, as from time to time may be re-
quired. 

(b) Studies and examinations will be initi-
ated upon the written request of a sub-
committee which shall be reasonably specific 
and definite in character, and shall be initi-
ated only by a majority vote of the sub-
committee, with the chairman of the sub-
committee and the ranking minority mem-
ber thereof participating as part of such ma-
jority vote. When so initiated such request 
shall be filed with the Clerk of the Com-
mittee for submission to the Chairman and 
the Ranking Minority Member and their ap-
proval shall be required to make the same ef-
fective. Notwithstanding any action taken 
on such request by the chairman and rank-
ing minority member of the subcommittee, a 
request may be approved by a majority of 
the Committee. 

(c) Any request approved as provided under 
subsection (b) shall be immediately turned 
over to the staff appointed for action. 

(d) Any information obtained by such staff 
shall be reported to the chairman of the sub-
committee requesting such study and exam-
ination and to the Chairman and Ranking 
Minority Member, shall be made available to 
the members of the subcommittee con-
cerned, and shall not be released for publica-
tion until the subcommittee so determines. 
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(e) Any hearings or investigations which 

may be desired, aside from the regular hear-
ings on appropriation items, when approved 
by the Committee, shall be conducted by the 
subcommittee having jurisdiction over the 
matter. 

SEC. 9: OFFICIAL TRAVEL 

(a) The chairman of a subcommittee shall 
approve requests for travel by subcommittee 
members and staff for official business with-
in the jurisdiction of that subcommittee. 
The ranking minority member of a sub-
committee shall concur in such travel re-
quests by minority members of that sub-
committee and the Ranking Minority Mem-
ber shall concur in such travel requests for 
Minority Members of the Committee. Re-
quests in writing covering the purpose, 
itinerary, and dates of proposed travel shall 
be submitted for final approval to the Chair-
man. Specific approval shall be required for 
each and every trip. 

(b) The Chairman is authorized during the 
recess of the Congress to approve travel au-
thorizations for Committee Members and 
staff, including travel outside the United 
States. 

(c) As soon as practicable, the Chairman 
shall direct the head of each Government 
agency concerned not to honor requests of 
subcommittees, individual Members, or staff 
for travel, the direct or indirect expenses of 
which are to be defrayed from an executive 
appropriation, except upon request from the 
Chairman. 

(d) In accordance with Clause 8 of Rule X 
of the Rules of the House of Representatives 
and Section 502 (b) of the Mutual Security 
Act of 1954, as amended, local currencies 
owned by the United States shall be avail-
able to Committee Members and staff en-
gaged in carrying out their official duties 
outside the United States, its territories, or 
possessions. No Committee Member or staff 
member shall receive or expend local cur-
rencies for subsistence in any country at a 
rate in excess of the maximum per diem rate 
set forth in applicable Federal law. 

(e) Travel Reports: 
(1) Members or staff shall make a report to 

the Chairman on their travel, covering the 
purpose, results, itinerary, expenses, and 
other pertinent comments. 

(2) With respect to travel outside the 
United. States or its territories or posses-
sions, the report shall include: (1) an 
itemized list showing the dates each country 
was visited, the amount of per diem fur-
nished, the cost of transportation furnished, 
and any funds expended for any other official 
purpose; and (2) a summary in these cat-
egories of the total foreign currencies and/or 
appropriated funds expended. All such indi-
vidual reports on foreign travel shall be filed 
with the Chairman no later than sixty days 
following completion of the travel for use in 
complying with reporting requirements in 
applicable Federal law, and shall be open for 
public inspection. 

(3) Each Member or employee performing 
such travel shall be solely responsible for 
supporting the amounts reported by the 
Member or employee. 

(4) No report or statement as to any trip 
shall be publicized making any recommenda-
tions in behalf of the Committee without the 
authorization of a majority of the Com-
mittee. 

(f) Members and staff of the Committee 
performing authorized travel on official busi-
ness pertaining to the jurisdiction of the 
Committee shall be governed by applicable 
laws or regulations of the House and of the 
Committee on House Administration per-
taining to such travel, and as promulgated 
from time to time by the Chairman. 

b 1930 

SAFE ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. ROYBAL- 
ALLARD) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, 
last week I re-introduced the Security 
and Financial Empowerment Act, bet-
ter known as the SAFE Act, to help 
stop a cycle of violence that exists in 
many American families today. 

Domestic violence, dating violence, 
sexual assault and stalking are serious, 
widespread social problems which im-
pact all Americans regardless of race, 
ethnicity or social status. The reality 
of this violence is highlighted by the 
fact that 1 in 4 American women report 
being physically or sexually abused at 
some point in their life. 

These serious crimes, primarily 
against women, have both physical and 
psychological consequences. Yet cred-
ible research has found that many 
women stay in abusive relationships 
because they cannot support them-
selves. As a result, many victims are 
faced with the terrifying decision of 
living with the abuse or leaving with-
out financial security. 

For victims of domestic violence, 
this choice is even more daunting dur-
ing tough economic times like now, for 
research tells us that as the economy 
worsens the incidence of violence in-
creases. 

The SAFE Act will provide the safety 
net many need to create a safe and sta-
ble environment for themselves and 
their children by eliminating obstacles 
that may prevent them from gaining 
meaningful employment or seeking 
help. 

My bill makes it possible to take 
limited leave from work for safety 
planning and necessary court appear-
ances without the threat of losing a 
job. The SAFE Act also provides job 
protection when reasonable workplace 
safety modifications are requested. 

To protect victims of violence who 
seek help against their abuser, the 
SAFE Act prohibits employers or in-
surance providers from basing insur-
ance coverage or hiring decisions on an 
individual’s history of abuse. 

The SAFE Act also makes a survivor 
of domestic and dating violence, sexual 
assault and stalking, eligible for unem-
ployment insurance if it is necessary to 
leave a job to escape the abuse. 

Madam Speaker, the SAFE Act is 
needed to provide these victims with 
equal protection throughout our coun-
try. While several States have laws 
similar to the SAFE Act, the reality is 
that today a person’s financial ability 
to leave an abusive environment de-
pends primarily on where they live. 

I thank the many dedicated advo-
cates who daily work to empower 
women against the horrific crimes of 
dating and domestic violence, sexual 
assault and stalking for their invalu-
able input, expertise and support of the 
SAFE Act. 

I encourage my colleagues to join me 
and Representative TED POE in cospon-
soring and helping to pass the SAFE 
Act which, for many of these victims, 
can make the difference between life 
and death. 

f 

CONSEQUENCES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
CHAFFETZ) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to comment about a growing 
concern among my constituents. They 
are concerned about our unwillingness 
to hold ourselves and others account-
able. 

As the Senate debates the $1 trillion 
stimulus package, my constituents are 
begging us to consider the con-
sequences. Every American knows 
about consequences. They pay them all 
the time. But they’re beginning to 
wonder if Congress knows about con-
sequences. The continued commitment 
to deficit spending exacts a huge price 
upon this country. Yet, it is not nearly 
enough discussion about the con-
sequences. 

It’s easy to ignore the consequences. 
It’s easy to pretend they don’t exist. 
It’s easy to get caught up in short-term 
fixes that ignore long-term results. But 
we weren’t elected to do the easy 
thing. We were elected to make tough 
choices. We cannot be all things to all 
people. 

It’s time to turn things around. If 
we’re serious about change, we have to 
get serious about accountability. 

I’m concerned that Congress has been 
sending the wrong message to the 
American people. Consider what they 
see on a daily basis. They see Wall 
Street exploiting people, breaking 
rules and ruining lives. For the offend-
ers, the consequences are minimal. But 
there is a price. The American people 
get stuck paying it. 

They see financial gurus allegedly 
ripping people off, and consequences 
are minimal. But there’s a price and 
the victims pay it. 

They see tax evaders nominated to 
serve the highest offices in our govern-
ment and, oops, there doesn’t seem to 
be much after of a consequence. But 
there’s still a price. The American gov-
ernment pays it, as we undermine our 
own credibility. 

Now the American people see a gov-
ernment spending trillions of dollars of 
borrowed money. Congressional leader-
ship is telling them there won’t be a 
consequence. But they know better, 
and so do we. 

We need to join the President’s calls 
to raise our standards. In his inaugura-
tion speech, the President said, ‘‘Those 
of us who manage the public’s dollars 
will be held accountable, to spend wise-
ly, reform bad habits and do our busi-
ness in the light of day, because only 
then can we restore the vital trust be-
tween people a government.’’ 
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If we are truly going to restore that 

‘‘vital trust’’ we must demand and ex-
pect accountability. We have to tell 
the American people the truth. 

The American people know what hap-
pens when you borrow too much. They 
know what happens when you spend 
too much. And they’re worried. They 
should be. And so am I. 

Over the past 12 years our Federal 
budget has doubled and we are now 
more than $10 trillion in debt, with 
long term obligations close to $100 tril-
lion. We are a Nation in debt. We have 
record numbers of individuals filing for 
bankruptcy. 

Where is the self-restraint, the per-
sonal pride, the honor that is our herit-
age? 

We haven’t even passed the majority 
of the appropriations bills for Fiscal 
Year 2009. We are operating our govern-
ment on an extension. Yet, the first 
priority of this Congress is to pass an 
emergency stimulus bill. 

Last week, all the House Republicans 
and some brave Democrats voted 
against this so-called stimulus. I was 
and am fundamentally opposed because 
it does not solve the underlying chal-
lenges eroding our economy. We all 
want our economy to thrive, but the 
bill currently in debate in the United 
States Senate does not make the fun-
damental changes we deserve and we 
need. 

The so-called stimulus was sold as a 
jobs bill. Tell me, how do the following 
expenditures drive our economy for-
ward? $50 million for the National En-
dowment of the Arts, $150 million for 
the Smithsonian, $400 million for glob-
al warming research, another $2.4 bil-
lion for carbon capture demonstration 
projects, $600 million for the Federal 
Government to buy automobiles, $650 
million on the top of the billions al-
ready doled out to pay for digital TV 
conversion coupons, $1 billion for the 
follow up for the 2010 census. And the 
list goes on. 

We need a game changer. Massive 
spending bills do not represent change 
because it is merely more of the same. 
Setting aside money we don’t have to 
pay for projects we can’t afford is not 
change. 

The economic crisis we face provides 
a historic opportunity for us to show 
America that we get it. 

When I speak with business interests 
in my State, I hear the same request 
over and over, and it doesn’t matter if 
it’s a small business or a big business. 
From the sole proprietor who owns a 
graphics shop, to the trucker I spoke 
with that has 12 employees, to the 
medical device company that employs 
nearly 1,000 people in my district, the 
call is unanimous. They want us to 
demonstrate accountability. They 
want us to live within our means. They 
want us to quit borrowing from our en-
emies and taxing generations that are 
yet unborn. 

This country needs a game changer. 
Let us understand the consequences, 
and let us live within our means. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. PALLONE addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

A TIME OUT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, on his 
first day in office, I sent a letter to 
President Barack Obama calling for an 
international cease fire or ‘‘time out.’’ 

Like many of my colleagues, I have 
serious concerns about our Nation and 
its ongoing participation in armed con-
flicts. Right now, our men and women 
in uniform are engaged in bloody strug-
gles in Iraq, and Afghanistan, and 
other troops are based throughout six 
continents. I fear that our influence 
around the globe is felt more by our 
military presence than diplomatically, 
economically or socially. That, in turn, 
leads to a negative and hostile view of 
the United States, its policies and its 
people. 

Mr. Speaker, last November, people 
overwhelmingly supported then Can-
didate Obama because of his message of 
change and hope for a new America and 
a new era in foreign policy. I was espe-
cially encouraged by his statement. He 
said, ‘‘To renew American leadership in 
the world, I will strengthen our com-
mon security by investing in our com-
mon humanity. Our global engagement 
cannot be defined by what we are 
against. It must be guided by a clear 
sense of what we stand for. We have a 
significant stake in ensuring that 
those who live in fear and want today 
can live with dignity and opportunity 
tomorrow.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, while we have the most 
highly skilled military in the world, it 
is easily recognized that the world’s 
conflicts will not be solved at the bar-
rel of a gun. Instead, they will be re-
solved through serious discussion, hard 
work, reconciliation and diplomacy, all 
methods this administration has en-
dorsed. Our partnership with the 
United Nations and our international 
partners will be invaluable in this proc-
ess. 

We must review our diplomatic and 
military stance and give strong consid-
eration to redeploying our troops from 
Iraq and Afghanistan, reducing the size 
of our military and, in its place, 
change our outdated international pol-
icy to reflect a message of change, a 
message of hope. 

Additionally, Mr. Speaker, our Na-
tion and the world at large would be 
greatly served by a worldwide cease 
fire, a ‘‘time out’’ to work out a rededi-
cation to diplomacy in the form of ne-
gotiation, reconciliation, humani-
tarian assistance and dialogue. The 
sooner this could be accomplished, the 
sooner we can move towards a conflict- 

free world, a world that all of our chil-
dren can go to sleep feeling safe and 
wake up knowing they will be safe for 
another 24 hours. 

I was pleased to see that former Sen-
ator George McGovern has joined me in 
calling a time out. Actually he called 
it on his own, but we did it at exactly 
the same time. In the Washington Post 
this weekend, or last weekend, Senator 
McGovern wrote, and I quote him, 
‘‘Like you, Mr. President, I don’t op-
pose all wars. I risked my life in World 
War II to protect our country against 
genuine danger.’’ 

He continued, ‘‘But it is the vivid 
memory of my fellow airmen being 
shot out of the sky on all sides of me in 
a war that I believe we had to fight 
that makes me cautious about sending 
our youth into needless conflicts that 
weaken us at home and abroad, and 
may even us weaken us in the eyes of 
God.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, today I urge our Presi-
dent and our Nation to seriously con-
sider our actions and our policies that 
come at the end of a gun or the launch-
ing of a missile. 

I am encouraged greatly, however, by 
the leadership of this new administra-
tion. Under its guidance we will live up 
to our international commitments and 
we will be judged by what we build, not 
by what we destroy. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. POE of Texas addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

CONGRATULATING THE TEXAS 
FARM BUREAU ON ITS 75TH AN-
NIVERSARY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. CONAWAY) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to extend my warmest congratu-
lations to the Texas Farm Bureau on 
its 75th anniversary. The bureau’s leg-
acy of service, advocacy and partner-
ship has brought out the best in Texas 
agriculture and helped to preserve the 
rural way of life that we so deeply 
cherish in my district. 

The people who make up the Farm 
Bureau have an unparalleled history of 
making a difference in their local com-
munities. They have helped to make 
family businesses across Texas more 
efficient and resilient by sharing the 
best practices available, providing im-
portant services to members that make 
the most out of their often limited re-
sources. And perhaps most impor-
tantly, by giving farmers and ranchers 
a unified voice, they have guaranteed 
that they will always have a role in the 
democratic process. 

Though the hours are long and the 
work is sometimes difficult, the work 
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done by the Farm Bureau is irreplace-
able. For the past 75 years it has helped 
millions of Texans better provide for 
themselves, their communities and 
their country. 

Finally, I would also like to offer a 
special word of gratitude to the past 
and present leadership of the Texas 
Farm Bureau. Their ongoing vision for 
rural Texas is a testament to what can 
be accomplished when neighbors help 
one another. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my great honor to 
represent some of the many men and 
women of the Texas Farm Bureau. On 
behalf of my constituents, I would like 
to thank them all for truly being the 
voice of Texas agriculture, and wish 
them many more years of continued 
service. 

f 

b 1945 

HAPPY BIRTHDAY TO HANK 
AARON 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. SCOTT) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise on a very, very joyous and 
celebratory occasion, an occasion to 
wish happy birthday to an extraor-
dinary person, a great American, and a 
leading world citizen, and that is home 
run king Hank Aaron. 

For on February 5th of this month, 
Hank Aaron will celebrate his 75th 
birthday, and I am sure all of us in this 
Congress and across America and 
around the world would love to take 
this opportunity to say, ‘‘Happy birth-
day, Hank.’’ 

Hank Aaron was born in 1934 in the 
midst of the Depression in Mobile, Ala-
bama. In that same year, a gentleman 
by the name of Babe Ruth swatted his 
last home run for the New York Yan-
kees. Who would have thought that 
this young, black kid in Mobile, Ala-
bama in 1934 would one day beat the 
record that many said never would be 
broken? 

Then World War II comes along; 
Pearl Harbor is bombed. While Hank 
Aaron’s father is in the shipyards of 
Mobile, Alabama, fixing up the boats 
and the ships to help win World War II, 
Hank Aaron is playing his very first 
ball game as a 7 year old in Mobile, 
Alabama. 

Then 1947 comes around, and Jackie 
Robinson comes on the scene, and 
Jackie Robinson breaks the color bar-
rier, and creates a great gleam and 
hope and inspiration in the heart of 
this young 13-year-old kid, Hank 
Aaron, to think that, one day, I can 
play Major League Baseball because 
Jackie Robinson is with the Brooklyn 
Dodgers. 

He grows up in 1951, and at the tender 
age of 17, this young man signs a con-
tract, Hank Aaron. His mother packs 
his suitcase and sends him off to play 
in the Negro league for the Indianap-
olis Clowns. What an historic and ex-
traordinary life. 

Two years later, three years later in 
1954, when the Supreme Court brings 
down that great decision in the Kansas 
Board of Education to integrate the 
schools and to start America on the 
movement to where we have seen this 
crowning achievement this year to 
elect the first black President, Hank 
Aaron signs with the Milwaukee 
Braves. 

In 1957, he has shown such skill, such 
tenacity to be one of the leading play-
ers, star players, in all of Major League 
Baseball in just 4 short years, and he 
leads the Milwaukee Braves to their 
first and only world championship, and 
he gets the crown as the Most Valuable 
Player in the 1957 World Series. 

Then in 1966, the South beckons. We 
want a major league team. The South 
is in the major leagues. Atlanta beck-
ons. Mayor Ivan Allen makes a trip to 
Milwaukee, not to talk to the mayor, 
not to talk to the general manager or 
to the owner but to go knock on the 
door and to sit in the living room of 
Hank Aaron in 1965 and say, ‘‘We are 
building a stadium, but we need a 
team.’’ 

Hank Aaron says, ‘‘Let’s go south, 
boys,’’ and history was made, and the 
South becomes a part of Major League 
Baseball because of this great Amer-
ican, Hank Aaron, in 1966. 

In 1974, the night is April 8, and then 
we flash back to that year 1934 and re-
member the great bambino strikes his 
final home run the year Hank Aaron is 
born. 714, they said, would never be 
broken, but on that night on April 8, 
1974, Hank Aaron shatters Babe Ruth’s 
record and hits 715. It is the shot heard 
around the world and the accolades. A 
great achievement. One of the greatest 
sports achievements in history. 

In 1976, he hits 755. 
All America join me in saying, 

‘‘Happy birthday, Hank Aaron, on your 
75th birthday.’’ 

f 

IN THESE DIRE ECONOMIC TIMES, 
MICHIGAN IS LISTENING 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. MCCOTTER) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MCCOTTER. In these dire eco-
nomic times, Mr. Speaker, I try to re-
mind my colleagues that, when Wash-
ington is talking, Michigan is listening 
because, again, we are living your 
nightmare now. 

Last week, the House passed what I 
believe to be a $1 trillion fiscal obscen-
ity at taxpayers’ expense and at the ex-
pense of the unemployeds’ hope, but 
you need not take my word for it be-
cause, again, Michigan was listening, 
and when I had the chance to talk to a 
gentleman named Greg from Milford, 
this is what he said about the supposed 
stimulus bill. 

Greg said, ‘‘I worked for a company 
that just lost 700 jobs nationwide, and 
the stimulus package just amazes me, 
that Congress is trying to push this 
thing through—the $600 million and ev-

erything going on, things that are not 
going to stimulate the economy. I have 
enough money to last a month.’’ 

At this point, Greg’s voice started to 
break. 

‘‘Try telling your kids at the dinner 
table that you just lost your job. It is 
devastating when you tell your daugh-
ter you cannot even buy her a school 
yearbook because you just do not have 
the money. You have got money that 
you were going to spend on something 
just to let your kids celebrate some-
thing that you did, and now that is 
going to go to the grocery store be-
cause you cannot do otherwise or you 
are going to try to pay your house 
bill,’’ and again, Greg paused. 

‘‘When we are sending money over-
seas to pay for abortions for people 
who are not even in this country, we 
are not supporting our own people. 
They need to change it. I am just one 
person. They do not listen. If we can 
have everybody call them and just say, 
’We have got to do something different. 
We cannot throw this money in the 
garbage. What can we do?’’’ 

That was Greg’s view of a bill that 
was intended to help him and his strug-
gling family. When Greg was listening 
to what Washington was saying as it 
passed the, quote/unquote, stimulus 
bill, he heard about billions for na-
tional parks, about the hundreds of 
millions for artists, about the smoking 
secession programs, and about the pre-
vention of sexually transmitted dis-
eases. When this bill was explained 
back down in Michigan, here is what 
Greg heard. 

He heard that, if you are a hiker who 
is artistic, who is trying to quit smok-
ing and who is trying to avoid STDs, 
the House Democrats’ bill was for you. 
If you were in a manufacturing State 
and you had just lost your job and you 
were worried about your family, like 
Greg, you fared far more poorly. 

I just want Greg to know that we are 
listening out here, that when the $1 
trillion stimulus bill that will not help 
him came to the House floor, the entire 
House Republican minority and 11 In-
trepid Democrats said no. They recog-
nized that this would not help him, 
that it would not help his family and 
that it would not help any American 
family that is struggling in straits 
such as his. 

That is why House Republicans re-
sponded to President Obama’s proposal 
for bipartisanship early on and pro-
duced a package that would have cre-
ated twice the jobs at half the cost, and 
this is why we will continue to work in 
as bipartisan a fashion as is allowed in 
this Chamber to do what is right for 
Greg and for his family and for all 
American families in these very dire 
times. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 02:25 Feb 04, 2009 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00038 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K03FE7.072 H03FEPT1jb
el

l o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

69
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H915 February 3, 2009 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. CULBERSON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. CULBERSON addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. KAPTUR addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

HONORING THE LIFE OF VALERIE 
C. BECKLEY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
as we celebrate African American His-
tory Month, I rise to pay tribute to Ms. 
Valerie Beckley, a resident of my com-
munity who recently passed away. Ms. 
Beckley was a daughter, a wife, a 
mother, an avid churchgoer, and a dear 
friend to many. She was a longstanding 
and active member of the Curey Ter-
centenary African American Episcopal 
Church. 

Valerie and her family lived on the 
west side of Chicago during her forma-
tive years. One can say that they were 
pioneers of sorts. They were some of 
the first African Americans to live in 
their area. Valerie was one of the first 
100 black students to integrate Austin 
High School in the 1960s. Even as a 
child, Valerie displayed exceptional 
leadership, and was the first black fe-
male chosen to become the captain of 
both the girls volleyball and basketball 
teams at Austin High School. Valerie 
grew up in a close, nurturing and bond-
ed family formed by her parents—Mr. 
Larry and Mrs. Ollie Mae Mitchell. 

Valerie attended and obtained a 
bachelor’s degree in Sociology from 
Roosevelt University and, later on, a 
master’s degree in Social Work from 
Loyola University. 

On September 11, 1976, Valerie mar-
ried Jerome Beckley, Junior, and they 
were blessed with two beautiful chil-
dren—Shakir and Kamaria. 

In 1979, Valerie became President and 
CEO of her family’s company, the 
Lawndale Paper Supply, which was the 
only paper and janitorial wholesale 
supply company on the west side of 
Chicago. Here she honed her manage-
ment and marketing skills and imple-
mented both long- and short-range 
goals. 

In 1986, Valerie became associated 
with the other love of her life, the 
Sickle Cell Disease Association of Illi-
nois. Valerie assumed the role of camp 
director of the Bright Horizons Sum-
mer Camp. Later, she became a pro-

gram specialist, and in short order, she 
became totally immersed in the plight 
of people affected by sickle cell disease. 

In 2002, when Howard Anderson—the 
founder and president of the Sickle 
Cell Disease Association of Illinois—de-
cided to retire, he stated that he could 
find no better person to take over as 
president, and she did, devoting the 
rest of her life providing aid and com-
fort to sickle cell patients, raising 
money for services and working con-
tinuously to try and help find a cure 
for this dreadful disease. 

For most of her 58 years on this 
Earth, Valerie C. Beckley’s life was 
driven by her compassion to serve the 
marginalized, the underserved and the 
misrepresented. She became a dedi-
cated leader and advocate whose pas-
sion for the welfare of others has 
helped numerous families in Chicago, 
the State of Illinois and within the 
broader context of the African Dias-
pora. 

Mr. Speaker, Valerie represented to 
all of us who knew her the fact that 
one can give of oneself and not tire. 
She gave totally of herself to the end of 
her life, to the end of time for the ben-
efit of others. 

We all say thank you, Valerie. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

THE BLUE DOGS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. MELANCON) is recognized for 
60 minutes as the designee of the ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. MELANCON. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to be on the 
floor tonight with my fellow Blue 
Dogs, and we were just going to make 
some remarks and talk about the Blue 
Dogs’ concern with fiscal responsibility 
in previous Congresses and in Con-
gresses going forward. 

Over the long haul, the Federal budg-
et has been in a downward spiral with 
the national debt growing faster than 
the economy. With this grim fiscal out-
look, it is more important than ever 
that Congress and the administration 
work together in a bipartisan manner 
to address the needs for long-term fis-
cal sustainability. 

b 2000 

Back in this 1990s, under the adminis-
tration of Bill Clinton and with the co-
operation of the Congress led by the 
Blue Dog Coalition, PAYGO rules were 
put into statute, put into law that re-
quired that the Congress of the United 
States pay for that which they wished 
to spend. So no new spending could be 
appropriated and spent without the au-

thor or the party or the group that 
wanted to propose new spending find-
ing a means or a place to cover the 
cost. 

About 8 years ago, the PAYGO rules 
were abolished out of statute, and since 
that time and in the period of 8 years, 
the Government Accounting Office in 
the projections for 10 years out showed 
that the budget was estimated to have 
a surplus of $5.5 trillion in the next 10 
years. As I stand here today with my 
colleagues, we are now projecting an 
excess of $10 trillion deficit. That’s a 
$15.5 trillion swing. 

And if you actually looked at govern-
ment accounting, or if you looked at 
accrual accounting rather than govern-
ment accounting, you will find that— 
those of you that are in business out in 
this country will know that a $56 tril-
lion deficit projected is the real num-
ber. 

Because of the deficits that exist in 
so many programs, entitlements and 
others, we have spun ourselves or spent 
ourselves into a hole that will take us 
quite a while to climb out of. 

I have one grandson. His name is 
Jack, and he’s 21⁄2 years old. For 
Christmas, I got one of those video 
frames that changes the pictures out. 
And it is one of the greatest things 
that my family could have given me 
because Jack’s there every day to re-
mind me of the reason why I need to be 
here, why the Blue Dogs have contin-
ued their attack on the budget, why 
they have continued the march and the 
drumbeat of PAYGO and fiscal respon-
sibility when neither side of our Con-
gress would face up to the facts. 

If in fact we are to leave them a good 
world, we need to face up, just like 
every American does, to the bills that 
confront us; and we can’t spend more 
than we take in. We need to, as was 
done back in the 1990s, go back to stat-
utory PAYGO, live within our means, 
make sure we have the money to pay 
for those things which are good for our 
country—not squander the future for 
our children and our grandchildren— 
but to make sure that their future has 
a potential to be a bright one, as mine 
was, because of my parents’ and my 
grandparents’ efforts during their time. 

I would like to ask my friend, Con-
gressman BARON HILL, to make a few 
comments. 

Mr. HILL. I thank my friend from 
Louisiana for yielding me this dedi-
cated time. 

Fourteen days ago, Mr. Speaker, 
Barack Obama became President of the 
United States. And listening to some of 
my colleagues earlier in the evening, 
you would have thought by listening to 
them that the $10 trillion deficit that 
we’re now facing was created by Presi-
dent Obama within the last 14 days. 
And we all know that that is not true. 

As a matter of fact, the largest budg-
et deficits that we’ve ever had have, 
quite frankly, come under the presi-
dencies of three Republican presidents: 
one in the 1980s, one in the 1990s, and 
this last President that we’ve had for 
the last 8 years. 
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And the Blue Dogs have the special 

hour here today, and for years we have 
been coming to this microphone to talk 
about the dangers to the long-term 
economy by driving up these deficits. 
And we have had a day of a reckoning 
that happened several months ago 
that, in part, was caused by wasteful 
spending and deficit spending. What we 
have been warning this Congress about 
for many years is that if we do not get 
a fix on our national deficit, it is going 
to have a devastating effect upon our 
economy. 

Now here we are standing before the 
American people telling the American 
people that that day has arrived. 

Now, in totality, it was not the fault 
of the Federal budget deficit. There 
were a lot of things that were going on 
with the financial markets that were 
no good, but here we are trying to fig-
ure out what to do next. 

Now, the Blue Dogs did something 
that was extraordinary, or at least 
most of the Blue Dogs—not all of the 
Blue Dogs—but many of the Blue Dogs 
felt like that this economy was in such 
dire straits that we had to forego the 
disciplines that we have practiced for 
many, many years. In light of the fact 
that our economy was tanking, many 
of us felt like we should borrow more 
money in order to stimulate the econ-
omy. 

But in the process of doing that, we 
have had ongoing negotiations with the 
folks in the Obama administration that 
while many of us were willing to sus-
pend our feelings about fiscal discipline 
in order to jump start the economy, 
that somewhere down the line very 
soon, as a matter of fact, that we had 
to implement new PAYGO rules in 
order to get a handle on this spiraling 
budget deficit that is out of control. 

Now, it’s going to take some time to 
climb out of the hole that we find our-
selves in after 8 years of the Bush ad-
ministration. But we must start now to 
impose fiscal discipline on the Federal 
Government so that our children and 
grandchildren do not bear the burden 
of our debts. 

Blue Dogs know that we need to work 
quickly to put budget enforcement 
tools, like statutory PAYGO, in place 
so that we can begin paying down the 
national debt that’s crippling our econ-
omy and putting future generations of 
Americans in jeopardy. This is why we 
have been working with our leadership 
in the House, as well as newly ap-
pointed Office of Management and 
Budget Director Peter Orszag, to make 
sure that we put our country back on a 
path to fiscal responsibility and eco-
nomic sustainability. 

Now just recently, at the Blue Dogs’ 
asking, Dr. Orszag recently sent a let-
ter to the House leaders stating the 
President’s support for a return to 
PAYGO budgeting: ‘‘Moving forward 
we need to return to the fiscal respon-
sibility and pay-as-you-go budgeting 
that we had in the 1990s for all non- 
emergency measures. The President 
and his economic team look forward’’— 

this is not me reading my words; this is 
Dr. Orszag saying this, ‘‘The President 
and his economic team look forward to 
working with Congress to develop 
budget enforcement rules that are 
based on the tools that helped create 
the surpluses of a decade ago. Putting 
the country back on the path of fiscal 
responsibility will mean tough choices 
and difficult trade-offs, but for the 
long-term health of our economy, the 
President believes that they must be 
made.’’ 

That letter was sent to the leaders of 
this Congress at the request of the Blue 
Dogs who have been consistently and 
perpetually making sure, Madam 
Speaker, that this Congress get its fis-
cal house in order. 

President Obama has been very clear 
about his intentions to clean up the 
Federal budget, cut out wasteful spend-
ing, reinstitute pay-as-you-go budg-
eting, and address the long-term fiscal 
challenges facing the country. As a 
strong, moderating force within the 
House of Representatives, we look for-
ward to continuing work with the 
President and others in Congress to put 
forward a plan for real fiscal reform 
over the long term. 

The bottom line is that our country 
is maintaining an unsustainable level 
of debt that is threatening not only our 
economy, but our national security and 
the quality of life of every single 
American. We have to do something 
about it now, and the Blue Dogs stand 
ready to make the difficult decisions 
necessary to reverse the out-of-control 
spending and reckless fiscal policies of 
the last 8 years, not the last 2 weeks. 

And so, Madam Speaker, the Blue 
Dogs look forward to working with this 
President and working with the leader-
ship of this Congress to make sure that 
after we’ve done the stimulus that we 
start the process of getting our fiscal 
house in order by paying pay-as-you-go 
statutory PAYGO rules. 

With that, I yield back to my good 
friend from Florida, ALAN BOYD, who’s 
been a stalwart champion in this re-
gard as the leader of the Blue Dogs for 
the last 2 years. We welcome his re-
marks here this evening. 

Mr. BOYD. Madam Speaker, ladies 
and gentlemen, thank you. I thank my 
friends, my friend from Indiana, BARON 
HILL, and from Louisiana, CHARLIE 
MELANCON, both who are current lead-
ers of the 51-strong fiscally conserv-
ative Blue Dog Coalition, a group 
which has spent the last 12 or 14 years 
in this Congress touting fiscal respon-
sibility and trying to continuously 
take the message to the American peo-
ple that the United States Govern-
ment, the United States Congress, 
should act just like our families and 
our small businesses and our local gov-
ernments do, and that is we should act 
responsibly when it comes to spending 
our money and how we collect and 
spend our money. 

I think most Americans, most people 
watching these proceedings here to-
night, understand that 8 years ago in 

early 2001 at the end of President Clin-
ton’s administration that this coun-
try’s government stood in great shape 
with a balanced budget and surpluses— 
as Congressman HILL and Congressman 
MELANCON have talked about—as far as 
the eye could see with an opportunity 
to do many things in terms of reducing 
taxes and paying down debt and fixing 
some long-term entitlement program 
challenges that we have. 

The Congress and the administration 
in the coming years after 2001 passed 
on that opportunity and instead led us 
down a path of fiscal irresponsibility 
where we have continually spent, bor-
rowed, and spent and told the Amer-
ican people they could have anything 
they wanted and they didn’t have to 
pay for it. 

Now, the chickens, so to speak, have 
come home to roost; and you are begin-
ning to see the results of this horrible 
fiscal policy, economic policy, of the 
last 8 years. 

Some would say that because we’re 
in a recession now is not the time to 
worry about the consequences of gov-
ernment spending. Madam Speaker, I 
and my Blue Dog colleagues would 
argue the exact opposite—that now is 
exactly the time to address the fiscal 
situation that we as a country are fac-
ing. 

We have an opportunity under new 
leadership, under the leadership of 
President Obama, to tackle the prob-
lem in a multi-faceted manner and re-
commit not only to stimulating and 
jump starting and getting our economy 
going again, but also to put in place 
the tools that we need as a Nation to 
have fiscal discipline in the future and 
lead us back toward fiscal responsi-
bility, a balanced budget, and establish 
ourselves again as the economic, mili-
tary, and political leader of the world. 

My friends, Mr. MELANCON and Mr. 
HILL, have talked about PAYGO and 
the history of PAYGO; and, yes, it was, 
it was a tool that was used in the 1990s 
to get us into that position where we 
had surpluses and we were balancing 
the budgets and we were acting respon-
sibly. Those tools were allowed to ex-
pire in 2002. And that’s when every-
thing kind of ran amok and we began 
to spend, spend, spend, we reduced rev-
enue base; and as a result, we went 
overseas to borrow the money. And 
now, instead of a $5 trillion national 
debt, we’ve got over a $10 trillion na-
tional debt. 

In this fiscal year, Madam Speaker, 
this Nation, this government, will sus-
tain a $1 trillion-plus deficit in its 
budget, $1 trillion-plus deficit. And 
that’s unheard of. That’s like 6 or 7 
percent of the gross domestic product 
of this country that we’re going over-
seas to borrow, mortgaging the future 
of our children to run the operations of 
this government. 

And some of us believe that’s irre-
sponsible, it’s unethical, immoral. 

Now, what do we do? We have spent 
years and years of passing the buck on 
these issues, but now is the time to 
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stop passing the buck and address 
these issues and confront them head 
on. 

There are a couple of specific pieces 
of legislation that I would like our 
viewers to know about. 

One is a bill that’s sponsored—the 
two primary sponsors are Congressman 
JIM COOPER, who is a member of the 
Blue Dog Coalition from Tennessee, 
Democrat, and Congressman FRANK 
WOLF from Virginia, a Republican. It’s 
called the SAFE Commission Act. 

b 2015 

This particular piece of legislation 
offers solutions to place the U.S. Gov-
ernment on a course to ensure the sol-
vency of Social Security, Medicare and 
Medicaid for the coming century. 

The SAFE Commission creates a non-
partisan, 16-member commission to ex-
amine all areas of Federal spending 
and revenue, including entitlement 
spending. The two primary entitlement 
programs, as you know, are Social Se-
curity and Medicare. This bill has real 
teeth. Once it passes, it will require 
that Congress vote on the legislation 
that comes out of the recommenda-
tions of the commission within 90 days. 

This country needs something like 
this because Congress has shown an in-
ability—certainly shows it doesn’t 
have the will—to address these chal-
lenges head-on otherwise. 

Our sustainability challenges are not 
new. Now, I think most Americans un-
derstand kind of the lay of the land 
here, what happened, where we were in 
2000 and 2001 in terms of our govern-
ment and its financial situation versus 
now, and there’s been a lot of angst and 
polarization around party lines, and it 
just hasn’t worked very well for the 
last 6 or 8 years. 

But Madam Speaker, the new Presi-
dent, President Obama, and I think 
many of us in the majority here in the 
House are offering our hand of biparti-
sanship across that aisle, to work to-
gether with members of the minority 
party in tackling these issues because 
they’re not Democratic and Republican 
issues. These are not problems that one 
party or the other can take sole owner-
ship of, but in solving them, we have to 
reach across the aisle and develop bi-
partisan solutions. 

President Obama has taken a very 
solid step, in my feeling, toward put-
ting our country on the right path by 
the recent announcement of a fiscal 
summit in the near future. The fiscal 
summit will be headed up obviously by 
his economic team, Dr. Orszag, the new 
OMB director, and others and so we 
look forward to participating in that 
summit and are hopeful that out of 
that summit will come some very solid 
ideas that the President can then ad-
vance and work with the Congress in 
putting into law. 

Madam Speaker, we’ve got some very 
serious challenges as a Nation in front 
of us. I have been in legislative politics 
for 20 years, not nearly as long as some 
of the other folks who serve in this 

body, but I’ve never seen the chal-
lenges and the problems faced so dear. 

And we can all agree that if our kids 
are to have any kind of future that we 
have to figure out a way to give them 
the good standard of living, and we 
need to fix our budget problems, and 
we need to fix them quickly, and we 
need to focus on stimulating the econ-
omy, but also, we need to focus on the 
long-term fiscal discipline and restor-
ing commonsense budgeting and com-
monsense fiscal management to the op-
eration of this government. 

I want to thank my friend Mr. 
MELANCON from Louisiana for his lead-
ership in the Blue Dogs, for his leader-
ship on the issues of fiscal responsi-
bility, and also for allowing me a few 
moments here to come speak to the 
Nation. 

Mr. MELANCON. Thank you, Con-
gressman BOYD, my friend from Flor-
ida. 

You know, one of the ironies is that 
some four-and-a-half years ago, or five- 
and-a-half years ago now when I made 
the decision to run for the vacated seat 
in the Third District of Louisiana, 
which is of course the coastal district 
that was hit by both Katrina and Rita 
and then subsequently this past year 
by Gustav and Ike, we have a lot of for-
eigners showing up on the shores of 
Louisiana these days. I ran, of course. 
People referred to Democrats as tax- 
and-spend Democrats. 

One place that I always thought that 
I had some relationship to Republicans 
was in fiscal matters, and ironically 
after getting here and finding out the 
situation of our deficit and its con-
tinuing to grow. I’ve learned too that 
we as Democrats or my predecessors as 
Democrats may have been tax and 
spend, but my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle will go down in history 
I believe as borrow and spend. You 
can’t continue to print money and con-
tinue to elevate the debt on this coun-
try. 

And particularly when you look at 
the debt of this country as we stand 
here today, in 8 years this deficit has 
grown to a size that is larger than all 
the cumulative deficits for all adminis-
trations from George Washington to 
the start 8 years ago. That’s amazing. 

The fourth largest item in our budget 
is the interest that we pay on the 
money that we borrow. Forty percent 
of the debt that we owe, the people 
that hold the treasuries and the bonds 
for this country’s future are held by 
China. I wonder why we’re so nice to 
our friends in China. 

So, as we move forward, we need to 
look at a fiscal policy, but we also in a 
time that is unparalleled, we have to 
be looking at what do we do to preserve 
the economy. 

This bill, as we’ve talked about 
that’s presently moving through the 
Congress, is not a perfect bill. I, in 
fact, voted for the substitute presented 
by the Republicans. I don’t know that 
I can agree with either of the bills as 
being a perfect bill, and no one, be-

cause of the nature of the animal we’re 
dealing with, can say that the prob-
lems will be solved. 

If you go back to 1929 when the mar-
ket collapsed, 2 years later Roosevelt 
was elected. Between that time, the 
Congress and the administration in 
Washington said the markets will cor-
rect themselves; we need not do any-
thing. Roosevelt came into office, 
started the CCC, the WPA. People talk 
about socialized government. That was 
probably as close as you will get to it. 
Checks were paid to people for work 
that they did, but they managed to put 
food on the table, however scarce. They 
managed to have a roof over their 
head, to clothe their children, to be 
able to continue going forward. It was 
not a glorious time. It was one of the 
blackest times in our history. 

But by—I hate to say this—by coinci-
dence a law came toward the end of the 
1930s, and as a manufacturing country 
we got our economy going back. And 
then after World War II we got out of 
that, laws were passed by this Con-
gress, enacted by this Congress, signed 
into law by the President that had pre-
ceded us that would have protected 
America and America’s economy, had 
all the regulatory agencies been doing 
the job that they were supposed to 
have been doing through these periods 
of time. 

There’s been a movement towards de-
regulation, and I’m for deregulation, 
but when you put together people and 
money you breed greed. And what we 
have caused here was the greed of peo-
ple and not just in this country. We are 
faced with a worldwide situation, one 
that resembles what happened in the 
period of 1929 into the 1930s. 

And after listening to my parents 
through the years, talking with my 
grandparents as I grew up, I don’t 
think that I want to be labeled a per-
son who did nothing, a person who said 
the market will correct itself, a person 
who said they will fend for themselves, 
a person who leaves a debt that my 
children and grandchildren and my 
friend’s children and grandchildren will 
never ever be able to repay if we don’t 
start the march in the right direction 
this day, in this Congress, in this ad-
ministration, in this city, in this great 
country. 

Mr. BOYD. Would the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MELANCON. Yes, I will. 
Mr. BOYD. I know that the gen-

tleman and our viewers understand 
that America is the richest country on 
the face of the earth. America a few 
years ago, with 5 percent of the world’s 
population, controlled 25 percent of the 
world’s wealth. But 8 years ago we de-
cided we didn’t want to pay our own 
bills. That was the effect of those deci-
sions that were made and that we 
would go into the capital markets to 
borrow that money. That’s not the way 
our economic model is set up, and 
that’s the mindset that we really have 
to change. 

Now it’s my belief that President 
Obama, whom I think many of us ad- 
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mire because he’s going to lead us 
through this, he understands what you 
have to do. Some tough decisions have 
to be made. He’s been given a very 
tough hand to play with the economic 
and fiscal situation of this country at 
the moment, but I believe that all the 
Nation wishes him well, and we want 
to work with him to get us back on the 
right path and fiscal responsibility. 

Let’s do some hard, tough work on 
Medicare and Social Security. We’ve 
known for years that those programs 
have to be reformed, that insolvency 
for these programs is right around the 
corner, and we have punted that ball 
down the field for many years now. He 
knows you can’t do that anymore, and 
he’s making the right calls and getting 
the right people together and getting 
the right team in place to move for-
ward with this and get it done right. 

So I want to thank my friend for get-
ting this hour for us to speak for a few 
minutes about fiscal issues in the coun-
try and our economic situation. 

Mr. MELANCON. I thank my friend 
from Florida, and in closing, let me 
just say there’s an expression that you 
will hear in Washington, and it’s called 
kicking the can down the street and re-
fers to one party or another party or 
one administration or another adminis-
tration or one politician or another 
politician taking the issue and just 
moving it down the road and trying to 
avoid having to face the hard issue of 
picking it up and resolving what the 
issues need to be. 

We can no longer, as a government of 
this great country, kick the can down 
the road. We need to pick it up. We 
need to face the issues. We need to do 
it in a bipartisan way. We need to go 
back to regular order, take bills the 
way they used to be, where people de-
bated them, they negotiated them. And 
a good deal or good bill has always 
been, in my mind, one where both par-
ties either leave unhappy or both par-
ties leave happy. When one party 
leaves happy and the other one isn’t, 
then it’s not a good deal, and it par-
ticularly is not a good deal for the 
great American citizens that put up 
with what has gone on through the dec-
ades. 

We need to reform the way we do our 
business by going back to regular 
order, by making sure that there’s 
transparency in our government, that 
people that are in this body have an op-
portunity to participate in the legisla-
tive process and pass bills that can 
muster votes from both sides of the 
aisle. Then we can say we’re starting 
to act like American citizens and 
American politicians should. 

So with that, Madam Speaker, I ap-
preciate the opportunity for the Blue 
Dog Coalition to be here tonight. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab-

sence was granted to: 
Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan (at the 

request of Mr. HOYER) for today on ac-
count of personal reasons. 

Mr. STUPAK (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today on account of a fu-
neral in the district. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD) to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material:) 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SCOTT of Georgia, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. MCCOTTER) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:) 

Mr. POE of Texas, for 5 minutes, Feb-
ruary 10. 

Mr. JONES, for 5 minutes, February 
10. 

Mr. CULBERSON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CHAFFETZ, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CONAWAY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MCCOTTER, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Member (at his re-

quest) to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous material:) 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. BOYD. Madam Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 30 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, February 4, 2009, 
at 10 a.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

347. A letter from the Assistant Inspector 
General Communications and Congressional 
Liaison, Department of Defense, transmit-
ting the Inspector General’s report on the 
physical security of Department of Defense 
installations, pursuant to Section 357 of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fis-
cal Year 2008; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

348. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement, Department of Defense, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — De-
fense Federal Acquisition Regulation Sup-
plement; Removal of North Korea from the 
List of Terrorist Countries [DFARS Case 
2008-D036] (RIN: 0750-AG18) received January 
21, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

349. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement, Department of Defense, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — De-
fense Federal Acquisition Regulation Sup-
plement; List of Firms Owned or Controlled 
by the Government of a Terrorist Country 

(DFARS Case 2008-D025) (RIN: 0750-AG22) re-
ceived January 21, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

350. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement, Department of Defense, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — De-
fense Federal Acquisition Regulation Sup-
plement; U.S. -International Atomic Energy 
Agency Additional Protocol [DFARS Case 
2004-D003] (RIN: 0750-AF98) received January 
21, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

351. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Procurement, Department of Defense, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — De-
fense Federal Acquisition Regulation Sup-
plement; DoD Law of War Program [DFARS 
Case 2006-D035] (RIN: 0750-AF82) received 
January 21, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

352. A letter from the Directors of HOPE 
for Homeowners Program, Board of Directors 
of HOPE for Homeowners Program, trans-
mitting the Board’s final rule — HOPE for 
Homeowners Program: Program Regulations: 
Upfront Payment Incentive for Subordinate 
Mortgage Lien Holders and Other Program 
Changes [Docket No.: B-2009-F-03] (RIN: 2580- 
AA01) received January 26, 2009, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services. 

353. A letter from the Senior Counsel for 
Regulatory Affairs, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — TARP Conflicts of Interest (RIN: 
1505-AC05) received January 26, 2009, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Financial Services. 

354. A letter from the General Counsel, Na-
tional Credit Union Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule — 
The Low-Income Definition (RIN: 3133-AC98) 
received January 26, 2009, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services. 

355. A letter from the Secretary, Securities 
and Exchange Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s final rule — Temporary Ex-
emptions for Eligible Credit Default Swaps 
to Facilitate Operation of Central Counter-
parties to Clear and Settle Credit Default 
Swaps [Release Nos.: 33-8999; 34-59246; 39-2549; 
File No. S7-02-09] (RIN: 3235-AK26) received 
January 21, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

356. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
Employee Benefits Security Administration, 
Department of Labor, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Interpretive Bulletin 
Relating to Investing in Economically Tar-
geted Investments (RIN: 1210-AB29) received 
January 21, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

357. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
Employee Benefits Security Administration, 
Department of Labor, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Civil Penalties 
Under ERISA Section 502(c)(4) (RIN: 1210- 
AB24) received January 21, 2009, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

358. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
Employee Benefits Security Administration, 
Department of Labor, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Interpretive Bulletin 
Relating to Exercise of Shareholder Rights 
(RIN: 1210-AB28) received January 21, 2009, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor. 

359. A letter from the Deputy Director for 
Operations, Pension Benefit Guaranty Cor-
poration, transmitting the Corporation’s 
final rule — Methods for Computing With-
drawal Liability; Reallocation Liability 
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Upon Mass Withdrawal; Pension Protection 
Act of 2006 (RIN: 1212-AB07) received January 
26, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

360. A letter from the Director, Regulatory 
Management Division, Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, transmitting the Agency’s 
final rule — National Emission Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants From Petroleum 
Refineries [EPA-HQ-OAR-2003-0146; FRL-8768- 
2] (RIN: 2060-AO55) received January 29, 2009, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

361. A letter from the Assistant to the 
President for Homeland Security and 
Counterterrorism, Assistant to the President 
for National Security Affairs, transmitting 
the Administration’s study on the coordina-
tion of WMD terrorism programs by the Na-
tional and Homeland Security Councils; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

362. A letter from the Chairman, United 
States Institute of Peace, transmitting the 
Institute’s interim report from the Congres-
sional Commission on the Strategic Posture 
of the United States, pursuant to Public Law 
110-417, section 1060; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

363. A letter from the Administrator, Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s Per-
formance and Accountability Report for fis-
cal year 2008, pursuant to Public Law 106-531; 
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

364. A letter from the Chairman, National 
Indian Gaming Commission, transmitting 
the Commission’s Strategic Plan for Fiscal 
Years 2009-2014; to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform. 

365. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Personnel Management, transmitting 
the Office’s annual report on the status of 
Telework in the Federal Government; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

366. A letter from the President & CEO, 
Overseas Private Investment Corporation, 
transmitting the Corporation’s fiscal year 
2008 report related to its employment cat-
egory rating system activities, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 33199(d); to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform. 

367. A letter from the Chair of the Board, 
Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation, 
transmitting the Corporation’s annual re-
port as required by the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

368. A letter from the Chairman, Securities 
and Exchange Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s report on competitive 
sourcing efforts for fiscal year 2008, pursuant 
to Section 647(b) of Division F of the Consoli-
dated Appropriations Act; to the Committee 
on Oversight and Government Reform. 

369. A letter from the Deputy Assistant Ad-
ministrator for Regulatory Programs, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Magnuson-Stevens Act 
Provisions; Limited Access Privilege Pro-
grams; Individual Fishing Quota Referenda 
Guidelines and Procedures for the New Eng-
land Fishery Management Council, the Gulf 
of Mexico Fishery Management Council, and 
the National Marine Fisheries Service 
[Docket No.: 070920529-81555-02] (RIN:0648- 
AW05) received January 26, 2009, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

370. A letter from the Deputy Assistant Ad-
ministrator For Regulatory Programs, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Magnuson-Stevens 
Fishery Conservation and Management Act 

Provisions; Fisheries of the Northeastern 
United States; Extension of Emergency Fish-
ery Closure Due to the Presence of the Toxin 
that Causes Paralytic Shellfish Poisoning 
[Docket No.: 050613158-5262-03] (RIN: 0648- 
AT48) received January 26, 2009, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

371. A letter from the Principal Deputy As-
sistant Attorney General, Department of 
Justice, transmitting notification that the 
Solicitor General has decided not to cross- 
appeal the final judgment entered by the 
United States District Court for the District 
of Colorado in the case of Mark Jordan v. 
Mary H. Sosa, et al., No. 05-CV-1283-EWN (D. 
Colo. July 22, 2008); to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

372. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Visas: Documentation of Immigrants under 
the Immigration and Nationality Act, as 
Amended: Electronic Petition for Diversity 
Immigrant Status [Public Notice: 6457] (RIN: 
1400-AB84) received January 21, 2009, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

373. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator, Environmental Protection Agency, 
transmitting the Agency’s report entitled, 
‘‘National Water Quality Inventory: Report 
to Congress, 2004 Reporting Cycle,’’ pursuant 
to Section 305(b) of the Clean Water Act; to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

374. A letter from the Staff Attorney, Of-
fice of Chief Counsel for Import Administra-
tion, Department of Commerce, transmitting 
the Department’s final rule — Withdrawal of 
the Regulatory Provisions Governing Tar-
geted Dumping in Antidumping Duty Inves-
tigations (RIN: 0625-AA79) received January 
26, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

375. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Allocation of Section 36 First-Time Home-
buyer Credit Between Taxpayers Who Are 
Not Married [Notice 2009-12] received Janu-
ary 22, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

376. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service, 
transmitting the Service’s final rule — Ap-
plicable Federal Rates — February 2009 (Rev. 
Rul. 2009-5) received January 22, 2009, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

377. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service, 
transmitting the Service’s final rule — 
Treatment of Certain Obligations under Sec-
tion 956(c) [Notice 2009-10] received January 
22, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

378. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Field Directive on Tier I Issue: Tier I Issue 
Research Credit Claims Directive #2 [LMSB 
Control No.: LMSB-4-0608-035 Impacted IRM 
4.51.5] received January 22, 2009, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

379. A letter from the Chief, Publications 
and Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue 
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule 
— Dubai Mercantile Exchange Section 
1256(g)(7)(C) Qualified Board or Exhange Rev-
enue Ruling (Rev. Rul. 2009-4) received Janu-
ary 22, 2009, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

380. A letter from the Acting Under Sec-
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
notification of funding transfers made dur-
ing fiscal year 2008, pursuant to Section 8005 

of the Department of Defense Appropriations 
Act, 2008; jointly to the Committees on 
Armed Services and Appropriations. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. POLIS of Colorado: Committee on 
Rules. House Resolution 107. Resolution pro-
viding for consideration of the Senate 
amendment to the bill (H.R. 2) to amend 
title XXI of the Social Security Act to ex-
tend and improve the Childrens’s Health In-
surance Program, and for other purposes 
(Rept. 111–10). Referred to the House Cal-
endar. 

Mr. CARDOZA: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 108. Resolution providing 
for consideration of the bill (S. 352) to post-
pone the DTV transition date (Rept. 111–11). 
Referred to the House Calendar. 

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows: 

By Mr. POSEY (for himself, Mr. GRIF-
FITH, Mr. PITTS, Mr. MASSA, Mr. 
AKIN, Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr. BARRETT 
of South Carolina, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. 
BISHOP of Utah, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. 
BONNER, Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. BROUN of 
Georgia, Mr. BURGESS, Mr. BURTON of 
Indiana, Mr. CASSIDY, Mr. 
CULBERSON, Mr. FORTENBERRY, Ms. 
FOXX, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. 
GINGREY of Georgia, Mr. HERGER, Mr. 
HUNTER, Mr. JORDAN of Ohio, Mr. 
LAMBORN, Mr. LEE of New York, Mr. 
DANIEL E. LUNGREN of California, Mr. 
MCCLINTOCK, Mr. ROONEY, Mrs. 
SCHMIDT, Mr. SOUDER, and Mr. 
TIAHRT): 

H.R. 793. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to make permanent the 
child tax credit and to allow for adjustments 
for inflation with respect to the child tax 
credit; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. LAMBORN: 
H.R. 794. A bill to prohibit the use of funds 

to transfer enemy combatants detained by 
the United States at Naval Station, Guanta-
namo Bay, Cuba, to the Florence Federal 
Correctional Complex in Colorado, or to con-
struct facilities for such enemy combatants 
at such location; to the Committee on 
Armed Services, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. TOWNS (for himself, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Ms. 
BORDALLO, Ms. CORRINE BROWN of 
Florida, Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. DAVIS of 
Tennessee, Mr. HARE, Mr. HINOJOSA, 
Ms. HIRONO, Mr. HOLT, Mr. KILDEE, 
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. MURPHY of 
Connecticut, Ms. NORTON, Mr. PAYNE, 
Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. CARNAHAN, Ms. SCHWARTZ, 
Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan, Ms. 
SHEA-PORTER, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. 
SESTAK, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. LEE of 
California, Mr. ISRAEL, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jer-
sey, Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. 
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CONYERS, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, 
and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY): 

H.R. 795. A bill to establish the Social 
Work Reinvestment Commission to advise 
Congress and the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services on policy issues associated 
with the profession of social work, to author-
ize the Secretary to make grants to support 
recruitment, retention, research, and rein-
vestment in the profession, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. LEWIS of Georgia (for himself, 
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. STARK, Mr. LEVIN, 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. POMEROY, Mr. 
BLUMENAUER, Mr. KIND, Mr. 
PASCRELL, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. CROW-
LEY, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. MEEK of 
Florida, Ms. SCHWARTZ, Mr. DAVIS of 
Illinois, and Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of 
California): 

H.R. 796. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the authority of 
the Secretary of the Treasury to enter into 
private debt collection contracts; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CALVERT: 
H.R. 797. A bill to greatly enhance the Na-

tion’s environmental, energy, economic, and 
national security by terminating long-stand-
ing Federal prohibitions on the domestic 
production of abundant offshore supplies of 
oil and natural gas, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Natural Resources, and 
in addition to the Committees on the Budg-
et, and Rules, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Ms. BALDWIN (for herself, Mr. 
PENCE, Mr. WALZ, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. 
KIND, Mr. PETRI, Mr. DONNELLY of In-
diana, Mr. ELLSWORTH, and Mr. BUR-
TON of Indiana): 

H.R. 800. A bill to amend the Food, Con-
servation, and Energy Act of 2008 to author-
ize producers on a farm to produce fruits and 
vegetables for processing on the base acres of 
the farm; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself, Mr. 
ISSA, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. FRANKS of Ari-
zona, and Mr. COHEN): 

H.R. 801. A bill to amend title 17, United 
States Code, with respect to works con-
nected to certain funding agreements; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HELLER: 
H.R. 802. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to extend and modify the 
first-time homebuyer credit; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DOGGETT (for himself, Mr. 
BLUMENAUER, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mr. STARK, and Mr. 
THOMPSON of California): 

H.R. 803. A bill to amend titles 23 and 49, 
United States Code, to require metropolitan 
planning organizations to consider green-
house gas emissions in long-range transpor-
tation plans and transportation improve-
ment programs; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. BACA: 
H.R. 804. A bill to amend the Public Health 

Service Act to require the expansion, inten-
sification, and coordination of research and 
other activities of the National Institutes of 
Health with respect to primary lateral scle-
rosis; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. 

By Ms. BALDWIN (for herself, Mr. 
TERRY, and Mr. TOWNS): 

H.R. 805. A bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to improve the Nation’s surveil-
lance and reporting for diseases and condi-
tions, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. BILIRAKIS: 
H.R. 806. A bill to establish a mail-order 

pharmacy pilot program for TRICARE bene-
ficiaries; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. 

By Mr. BILIRAKIS: 
H.R. 807. A bill to amend the Emergency 

Economic Stabilization Act of 2008 to require 
a public database of the executive compensa-
tion of the institutions receiving assistance 
under the Troubled Assets Relief Program; 
to the Committee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. KUCINICH (for himself, Mr. 
CONYERS, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. AN-
DREWS, Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Ms. 
CLARKE, Mr. CLAY, Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. 
CUMMINGS, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mrs. 
DAVIS of California, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. 
ELLISON, Mr. FARR, Mr. FILNER, Mr. 
AL GREEN of Texas, Mr. GRIJALVA, 
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. HASTINGS of Flor-
ida, Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. HIRONO, Mr. 
HOLT, Mr. HONDA, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Georgia, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. KILDEE, 
Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan, Mr. 
LARSON of Connecticut, Ms. LEE of 
California, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, 
Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. MARKEY of Massa-
chusetts, Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mr. MCGOV-
ERN, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin, Mr. 
MORAN of Virginia, Mr. NADLER of 
New York, Ms. NORTON, Mr. OBER-
STAR, Mr. OLVER, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. ROTHMAN of New Jersey, 
Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia, Mr. SERRANO, 
Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. STARK, Mrs. 
TAUSCHER, Mr. TOWNS, Ms. WATSON, 
Mr. WEXLER, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. WU, 
Ms. BALDWIN, Ms. CORRINE BROWN of 
Florida, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, and Ms. WATERS): 

H.R. 808. A bill to establish a Department 
of Peace; to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform, and in addition to the 
Committees on Foreign Affairs, the Judici-
ary, and Education and Labor, for a period to 
be subsequently determined by the Speaker, 
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. BILIRAKIS: 
H.R. 809. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to reduce from age 57 to age 55 
the age after which the remarriage of the 
surviving spouse of a deceased veteran shall 
not result in termination of dependency and 
indemnity compensation otherwise payable 
to that surviving spouse; to the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. BILIRAKIS: 
H.R. 810. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to provide a tax credit to 
employers for the value of the service not 
performed during the period employees are 
performing service as members of the Ready 
Reserve or the National Guard; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BILIRAKIS: 
H.R. 811. A bill to amend title 10, United 

States Code, to permit certain retired mem-
bers of the uniformed services who have a 
service-connected disability to receive both 
disability compensation from the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs for their disability 
and either retired pay by reason of their 
years of military service or Combat-Related 
Special Compensation; to the Committee on 
Armed Services, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, for a period to 
be subsequently determined by the Speaker, 
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. BOREN (for himself and Mr. 
TIBERI): 

H.R. 812. A bill to prevent legislative and 
regulatory functions from being usurped by 
civil liability actions brought or continued 
against food manufacturers, marketers, dis-
tributors, advertisers, sellers, and trade as-
sociations for claims of injury relating to a 
person’s weight gain, obesity, or any health 
condition associated with weight gain or 
obesity; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BUTTERFIELD (for himself, 
Mr. SHULER, Ms. FOXX, Mr. 
ETHERIDGE, Mr. KISSELL, Mr. JONES, 
Mr. WATT, Mr. MILLER of North Caro-
lina, Mr. MCHENRY, Mr. COBLE, Mrs. 
MYRICK, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, 
and Mr. MCINTYRE): 

H.R. 813. A bill to designate the Federal 
building and United States courthouse lo-
cated at 306 East Main Street in Elizabeth 
City, North Carolina, as the ‘‘J. Herbert W. 
Small Federal Building and United States 
Courthouse‘‘; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

By Ms. DEGETTE (for herself, Ms. 
BORDALLO, Mr. NADLER of New York, 
and Ms. DELAURO): 

H.R. 814. A bill to amend the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act, the Federal Meat 
Inspection Act, the Poultry Products Inspec-
tion Act, and the Egg Products Inspection 
Act to improve the safety of food, meat, and 
poultry products through enhanced 
traceability, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, and in addition 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Ms. DEGETTE (for herself, Mr. NAD-
LER of New York, and Ms. DELAURO): 

H.R. 815. A bill to amend the Federal Meat 
Inspection Act, the Poultry Products Inspec-
tion Act, and the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act to provide for improved public 
health and food safety through enhanced en-
forcement, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, and in addition 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. EDWARDS of Texas (for him-
self and Mr. JONES): 

H.R. 816. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to prohibit certain increases in 
fees for military health care; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. GINGREY of Georgia (for him-
self, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr. KING-
STON, Mr. LINDER, Mr. PRICE of Geor-
gia, Mr. WESTMORELAND, and Mr. 
BROUN of Georgia): 

H.R. 817. A bill to prohibit the use of funds 
to transfer individuals detained at Naval 
Station, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, to facilities 
in Georgia or to house such individuals at 
such facilities; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. HALL of New York: 
H.R. 818. A bill to require advertising for 

any automobile model to display informa-
tion regarding the fuel consumption and fuel 
cost for that model, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. HOLDEN (for himself, Mr. NYE, 
Mr. TIM MURPHY of Pennsylvania, 
Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. COLE, 
Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
JOHNSON of Georgia, Ms. NORTON, and 
Ms. BORDALLO): 

H.R. 819. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide for the payment of 
dependency and indemnity compensation to 
the survivors of former prisoners of war who 
died on or before September 30, 1999, under 
the same eligibility conditions as apply to 
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payment of dependency and indemnity com-
pensation to the survivors of former pris-
oners of war who die after that date; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. HONDA: 
H.R. 820. A bill to ensure the development 

and responsible stewardship of nanotechnol-
ogy; to the Committee on Science and Tech-
nology, and in addition to the Committees 
on Energy and Commerce, Ways and Means, 
and Homeland Security, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas (for herself and Mr. GRIJALVA): 

H.R. 821. A bill to amend the Clean Air Act 
to require that mercury emissions from elec-
tric utility steam generating units be sub-
ject to the MACT standard for hazardous air 
pollutants, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. KING of New York: 
H.R. 822. A bill to provide for an awareness 

program, and a study, on a rare form of 
breast cancer; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

By Mrs. MALONEY (for herself, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, Mr. WAXMAN, Ms. LEE of 
California, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. STARK, 
and Mr. CUMMINGS): 

H.R. 823. A bill to amend the Hate Crime 
Statistics Act to require the Attorney Gen-
eral to acquire data about crimes that mani-
fest evidence of prejudice based on gender; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. MALONEY (for herself, Ms. 
WOOLSEY, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of 
California, Ms. BALDWIN, Ms. CORRINE 
BROWN of Florida, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. 
FILNER, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, 
and Ms. NORTON): 

H.R. 824. A bill to amend the Family and 
Medical Leave Act of 1993 and title 5, United 
States Code, to allow employees to take, as 
additional leave, parental involvement leave 
to participate in or attend their children’s 
and grandchildren’s educational and extra-
curricular activities, and to clarify that 
leave may be taken for routine family med-
ical needs and to assist elderly relatives, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor, and in addition to the 
Committees on Oversight and Government 
Reform, and House Administration, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. MARSHALL: 
H.R. 825. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

Education to extend the same level of in-
creased flexibility to all rural local edu-
cational agencies under part A of title I of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. MCHUGH: 
H.R. 826. A bill to establish a rant program 

to support cluster-based economic develop-
ment efforts; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, and in addition to 
the Committee on Financial Services, for a 
period to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin (for her-
self, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. 
LANGEVIN, Mr. THOMPSON of Mis-
sissippi, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. FATTAH, 
Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. 
PASTOR of Arizona, Ms. JACKSON-LEE 
of Texas, and Mr. CLEAVER): 

H.R. 827. A bill to authorize funds to the 
Local Initiatives Support Corporation to 

carry out its Community Safety Initiative; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MORAN of Virginia (for him-
self, Mr. WOLF, and Mr. CONNOLLY of 
Virginia): 

H.R. 828. A bill to amend chapter 84 of title 
5, United States Code, to allow individuals 
who return to Government service after re-
ceiving a refund of retirement contributions 
to recapture credit for the service covered by 
that refund by repaying the amount that was 
so received, with interest; to the Committee 
on Oversight and Government Reform. 

By Mrs. MYRICK: 
H.R. 829. A bill to prohibit the use of funds 

to transfer individuals detained at Naval 
Station, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, to facilities 
in North Carolina or to house such individ-
uals at such facilities; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Ms. NORTON: 
H.R. 830. A bill to amend the District of Co-

lumbia Home Rule Act to eliminate Congres-
sional review of newly-passed District laws; 
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Rules, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. OBERSTAR: 
H.R. 831. A bill to direct the Comptroller 

General to conduct a study of the legal re-
quirements and policies followed by the De-
partment of Transportation in deciding 
whether to approve international alliances 
between air carriers and foreign air carriers 
and grant exemptions from the antitrust 
laws in connection with such international 
alliances, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, and in addition to the Committee 
on the Judiciary, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. PALLONE (for himself and Mr. 
BLUMENAUER): 

H.R. 832. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend the financing of 
the Superfund; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. PAUL: 
H.R. 833. A bill to abolish the Board of Gov-

ernors of the Federal Reserve System and 
the Federal reserve banks, to repeal the Fed-
eral Reserve Act, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. POE of Texas: 
H.R. 834. A bill to amend chapter 44 of title 

18, United States Code, to exempt certain 
peace officers from certain minimum sen-
tencing requirements for using a firearm to 
commit a crime of violence during or in rela-
tion to their employment; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. POE of Texas (for himself and 
Mr. FRANKS of Arizona): 

H.R. 835. A bill to stimulate the economy 
and provide for a sound United States dollar 
by defining a value for the dollar, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Finan-
cial Services, and in addition to the Commit-
tees on Ways and Means, and the Budget, for 
a period to be subsequently determined by 
the Speaker, in each case for consideration 
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. POMEROY (for himself, Mr. 
LATHAM, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, 
Mr. KIND, Mr. CANTOR, Mr. TIBERI, 
Mr. DAVIS of Alabama, Mr. 
BOUSTANY, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. HIG-
GINS, Mr. HELLER, and Mr. 
PASCRELL): 

H.R. 836. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to reduce the tax on beer to 

its pre-1991 level, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RANGEL: 
H.R. 837. A bill to designate the Federal 

building located at 799 United Nations Plaza 
in New York, New York, as the ‘‘Ronald H. 
Brown United States Mission to the United 
Nations Building‘‘; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN (for herself, 
Mr. MEEK of Florida, Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ, Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART 
of Florida, and Mr. MARIO DIAZ- 
BALART of Florida): 

H.R. 838. A bill to provide for the convey-
ance of a parcel of land held by the Bureau 
of Prisons of the Department of Justice in 
Miami Dade County, Florida, to facilitate 
the construction of a new educational facil-
ity that includes a secure parking area for 
the Bureau of Prisons, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SHULER (for himself, Mr. 
MCHENRY, Ms. FOXX, Mr. JONES, Mr. 
BOREN, and Mr. MINNICK): 

H.R. 839. A bill to provide for the consider-
ation of a petition for Federal Recognition of 
the Lumbee Indians of Robeson and adjoin-
ing counties and other Indian groups in 
North Carolina, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Ms. SLAUGHTER (for herself, Mr. 
BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. BRALEY 
of Iowa, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. COSTA, Mr. 
CUMMINGS, Ms. EDWARDS of Mary-
land, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. FARR, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, Mr. HOLT, Ms. LEE of Cali-
fornia, Mrs. MALONEY, Ms. MATSUI, 
Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, Mr. MICHAUD, Ms. LORET-
TA SANCHEZ of California, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, and Mr. STARK): 

H.R. 840. A bill to reduce sexual assault 
and domestic violence involving members of 
the Armed Forces and their family members 
and partners through enhanced programs of 
prevention and deterrence, enhanced pro-
grams of victims services, and strengthened 
provisions for prosecution of assailants, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Armed Services, and in addition to the Com-
mittees on the Judiciary, and Veterans’ Af-
fairs, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Ms. SUTTON: 
H.R. 841. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of Health and Human Services to order a 
mandatory recall of any product that is reg-
ulated by the Food and Drug Administra-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi: 
H.R. 842. A bill to designate the United 

States Courthouse to be constructed in Jack-
son, Mississippi, as the ‘‘R. Jess Brown 
United States Courthouse‘‘; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 
H.R. 843. A bill to amend the Marine Mam-

mal Protection Act of 1972 to repeal the 
long-term goal for reducing to zero the inci-
dental mortality and serious injury of ma-
rine mammals in commercial fishing oper-
ations, and to modify the goal of take reduc-
tion plans for reducing such takings; to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 
H.R. 844. A bill to amend the provisions of 

law relating to the John H. Prescott Marine 
Mammal Rescue Assistance Grant Program, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

By Mr. WEXLER (for himself, Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. HASTINGS 
of Florida, and Ms. BERKLEY): 
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H. Con. Res. 36. Concurrent resolution call-

ing on the President and the allies of the 
United States to engage with officials of the 
Government of Iran to raise the case of Rob-
ert Levinson at every opportunity, urging of-
ficials of the Government of Iran to fulfill 
their promises of assistance to the family of 
Robert Levinson, and calling on the Govern-
ment of Iran to share the results of its inves-
tigation into the disappearance of Robert 
Levinson with the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs. 

By Mr. LEWIS of Georgia (for himself, 
Mr. COSTA, Ms. LEE of California, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. POE of 
Texas, Mr. CLEAVER, and Mr. MOORE 
of Kansas): 

H. Res. 103. A resolution supporting the 
goals and ideals of National Teen Dating Vi-
olence Awareness and Prevention Week; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. considered 
and agreed to. considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. RAHALL (for himself and Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington): 

H. Res. 104. A resolution providing 
amounts for the expenses of the Committee 
on Natural Resources in the One Hundred 
Eleventh Congress; to the Committee on 
House Administration. 

By Mr. COSTA (for himself, Mr. POE of 
Texas, Ms. MATSUI, Mr. MARCHANT, 
and Mr. MORAN of Virginia): 

H. Res. 109. A resolution supporting the 
mission and goals of 2009 National Crime 
Victims’ Rights week to increase public 
awareness of the rights, needs, and concerns 
of victims and survivors of crime in the 
United States, and to commemorate the 25th 
anniversary of the enactment of the Victims 
of Crime Act of 1984; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DOYLE (for himself, Mr. ROO-
NEY, and Mr. TIM MURPHY of Pennsyl-
vania): 

H. Res. 110. A resolution congratulating 
the National Football League champion 
Pittsburgh Steelers for winning Super Bowl 
XLIII and becoming the most successful 
franchise in NFL history with their record 
6th Super Bowl title; to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 

By Mr. KING of New York: 
H. Res. 111. A resolution establishing a Se-

lect Committee on POW and MIA Affairs; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. LEE of New York: 
H. Res. 112. A resolution supporting the 

goals and ideals of American Heart Month 
and National Wear Red Day; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form. 

By Mr. REYES: 
H. Res. 113. A resolution providing 

amounts for the expenses of the Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence in the One 
Hundred Eleventh Congress; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration. 

By Mr. SIRES (for himself, Mr. TOWNS, 
Ms. HIRONO, Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. KIL-
PATRICK of Michigan, Mr. BACA, Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. PASTOR of 
Arizona, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. SHULER, 
Mr. ELLSWORTH, Mr. ELLISON, Ms. 
HERSETH SANDLIN, Mr. CARDOZA, Mrs. 
DAHLKEMPER, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. 
BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. HIGGINS, 
Mr. ALTMIRE, Mr. CLAY, Mr. CLEAVER, 
Mr. HARE, Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, Mr. 
COSTA, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. CARSON of 
Indiana, Mr. SESTAK, Mr. FARR, Mrs. 
CAPPS, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. HALL of New 
York, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. 
SALAZAR, Mr. HOLT, Mr. GONZALEZ, 
Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. ARCURI, Mr. PAT-
RICK J. MURPHY of Pennsylvania, Ms. 
BALDWIN, Mr. TEAGUE, Mr. WELCH, 
Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, Mr. REYES, Mr. 

RYAN of Ohio, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, Mr. WILSON of Ohio, Mr. 
HINOJOSA, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. 
YARMUTH, Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee, 
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, and Mr. MCINTYRE): 

H. Res. 114. A resolution supporting the 
goals and ideals of ‘‘National Girls and 
Women in Sports Day‘‘; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

f 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XII, private 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows: 

By Mr. FILNER: 
H.R. 798. A bill for the relief of Adrian 

Rodriguez; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

By Mr. FILNER: 
H.R. 799. A bill for the relief of Francisco 

Rivera and Alfonso Calderon; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FILNER: 
H. Res. 105. A resolution referring the bill 

(H.R. 798), entitled ‘‘For the relief of Adrian 
Rodriguez‘‘, to the chief judge of the United 
States Court of Federal Claims for a report 
thereon; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FILNER: 
H. Res. 106. A resolution referring the bill 

(H.R. 799), entitled ‘‘For the relief of Fran-
cisco Rivera and Alfonso Calderon‘‘, to the 
chief judge of the United States Court of 
Federal Claims for a report thereon; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows: 

H.R. 17: Mr. BOOZMAN and Mr. CALVERT. 
H.R. 21: Mrs. DAVIS of California. 
H.R. 22: Mr. GORDON of Tennessee. 
H.R. 23: Mr. COSTA, Mr. DOYLE, and Mr. 

LOBIONDO. 
H.R. 25: Mr. WHITFIELD. 
H.R. 31: Mr. MCGOVERN and Ms. WATSON. 
H.R. 44: Mr. WEXLER and Ms. MATSUI. 
H.R. 49: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. KING-

STON, Mr. PAUL, Mr. BROUN of Georgia, Mr. 
WESTMORELAND, Mr. MCHENRY, Mr. BART-
LETT, Mr. BISHOP of Utah, Mr. LATTA, Mr. 
ROGERS of Kentucky, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. 
LAMBORN, Ms. FALLIN, Mr. ROHRABACHER, 
Mr. CALVERT, Mr. SOUDER, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. 
GRAVES, Mr. BROWN of South Carolina, and 
Mr. BLUNT. 

H.R. 106: Ms. SCHWARTZ and Mrs. 
NAPOLITANO. 

H.R. 111: Mr. KINGSTON. 
H.R. 118: Mr. LOBIONDO. 
H.R. 122: Mr. MARSHALL and Mr. PETRI. 
H.R. 131: Mr. SOUDER, Mr. YOUNG of Flor-

ida, Mr. GINGREY of Georgia, Mr. YOUNG of 
Alaska, Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. PRICE of 
Georgia, Mr. MCHENRY, Mr. PLATTS, Mr. 
CAMPBELL, Ms. GRANGER, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. 
ADERHOLT, Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky, Mr. 
WOLF, Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, Mr. 
PETRI, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. 
BARTLETT, Mr. JORDAN of Ohio, Mr. FRANKS 
of Arizona, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. BILIRAKIS, 
Mr. CARTER, Mr. CASTLE, Mr. CONAWAY, Mr. 
LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of Florida, Mr. 
DREIER, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. HERGER, Mr. 
SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. COBLE, and Mr. 
HOLDEN. 

H.R. 137: Mr. DREIER. 
H.R. 148: Mr. AKIN, Mr. LUCAS, Mr. GRAVES, 

and Mr. FORTENBERRY. 
H.R. 154: Mr. ROONEY. 

H.R. 156: Ms. NORTON and Mr. GUTHRIE. 
H.R. 159: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. 
H.R. 176: Ms. LEE of California and Mr. 

STARK. 
H.R. 179: Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. FRANK of Mas-

sachusetts, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California, 
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, and Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. 

H.R. 197: Mr. NEUGEBAUER, Mr. MCCOTTER, 
Mr. JONES, Mr. RAHALL, Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr. 
SOUDER, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. ROONEY, Mr. 
WHITFIELD, Mr. MURTHA, and Mr. BOOZMAN. 

H.R. 205: Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey, Mr. 
SMITH of Texas, Mr. WITTMAN, and Mr. HARP-
ER. 

H.R. 233: Mr. KIND. 
H.R. 265: Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 

DAVIS of Illinois, Ms. LEE of California, Ms. 
NORTON, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
CUMMINGS, Mr. COHEN, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. 
RUSH, Mr. GRIJALVA, and Mr. JOHNSON of 
Georgia. 

H.R. 270: Mr. LATHAM. 
H.R. 302: Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
H.R. 303: Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr. ROGERS of 

Alabama, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. MICHAUD, Ms. 
GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida, and Mr. 
WAMP. 

H.R. 305: Ms. HIRONO and Ms. BORDALLO. 
H.R. 333: Mrs. MALONEY. 
H.R. 336: Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California, 

Mr. RANGEL, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. 
KILPATRICK of Michigan, Ms. FUDGE, Mr. 
THOMPSON of California, and Mr. SNYDER. 

H.R. 346: Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. 
H.R. 347: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. SCOTT of Vir-

ginia, Mr. EDWARDS of Texas, Mr. COOPER, 
Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, 
Mr. MCMAHON, Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia, 
Mr. ADLER of New Jersey, Ms. KOSMAS, Ms. 
SCHWARTZ, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr. PATRICK J. 
MURPHY of Pennsylvania, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. 
CUELLAR, Mr. TONKO, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of 
California, Mrs. CAPPS, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. 
FARR, Ms. SPEIER, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. BOYD, 
Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. STUPAK, 
Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. BERRY, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, 
Mr. ROSS, Mr. CARNAHAN, Mr. DONNELLY of 
Indiana, Mr. BECERRA, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. 
CROWLEY, Mr. CLAY, Ms. WATSON, Ms. HAR-
MAN, Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. CALVERT, 
Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California, Mr. 
BILBRAY, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. MACK, Mrs. 
BONO MACK, Mr. PENCE, Mr. DANIEL E. LUN-
GREN of California, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. SNY-
DER, Mrs. DAVIS of California, and Mr. SMITH 
of Washington. 

H.R. 365: Mr. SABLAN. 
H.R. 388: Mr. HINCHEY and Mr. 

BLUMENAUER. 
H.R. 391: Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. YOUNG of Alas-

ka, and Mr. BACHUS. 
H.R. 393: Mr. LUCAS. 
H.R. 398: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. MATSUI, Mr. 

COHEN, and Mr. PASCRELL. 
H.R. 426: Mr. CALVERT, Ms. DEGETTE, and 

Mr. SIRES. 
H.R. 450: Mr. BOOZMAN. 
H.R. 460: Ms. DEGETTE. 
H.R. 463: Mr. BAIRD and Mr. BOSWELL. 
H.R. 484: Mr. HARPER. 
H.R. 489: Mr. MILLER of Florida. 
H.R. 493: Mr. SARBANES. 
H.R. 497: Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. 
H.R. 527: Ms. SUTTON. 
H.R. 528: Mr. MASSA and Mr. COSTA. 
H.R. 529: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. 
H.R. 538: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. 
H.R. 560: Mr. BERRY. 
H.R. 578: Mr. WELCH. 
H.R. 605: Mr. LANGEVIN and Mr. SOUDER. 
H.R. 615: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania and 

Mr. CALVERT. 
H.R. 618: Mr. HONDA, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. 

PETRI, Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan, Mr. 
CARNAHAN, and Ms. BALDWIN. 

H.R. 620: Mr. DANIEL E. LUNGREN of Cali-
fornia, Mr. BUCHANAN, and Mr. POE of Texas. 
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H.R. 622: Mr. ROGERS of Michigan and Mr. 

ROSS. 
H.R. 627: Mr. LYNCH, Ms. WOOLSEY, and Mr. 

SHERMAN. 
H.R. 634: Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky, Mr. 

BURGESS, and Mr. WHITFIELD. 
H.R. 661: Mr. FLEMING, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. 

YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. 
DENT, and Mr. KLINE of Minnesota. 

H.R. 662: Mr. PETERS. 
H.R. 668: Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. 
H.R. 669: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA and Ms. LEE 

of California. 
H.R. 670: Mr. REYES. 
H.R. 671: Ms. BORDALLO and Mr. BACA. 
H.R. 672: Ms. LEE of California and Ms. 

BALDWIN. 
H.R. 676: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia and Mr. 

COSTELLO. 
H.R. 678: Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. GRIJALVA, and 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
H.R. 688: Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. DAVIS of Ken-

tucky, Mr. COLE, and Mr. GALLEGLY. 
H.R. 690: Mr. CALVERT, Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr. 

ROGERS of Michigan, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. 
AKIN, and Mr. BRALEY of Iowa. 

H.R. 702: Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. CARNAHAN, Mr. 
EHLERS, Mrs. CAPPS, and Mr. PATRICK J. 
MURPHY of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 704: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida, Mr. PAUL, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. MCCAUL, 
Ms. NORTON, Mr. SESTAK, Mr. BACHUS, Mrs. 
BLACKBURN, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. ROGERS of 
Alabama, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. 
HOLT, Mr. DENT, Mr. BOREN, and Mrs. MILLER 
of Michigan. 

H.R. 707: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, Mrs. 
DAHLKEMPER, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. WITTMAN, Mr. 
COLE, Mr. CONAWAY, Ms. SHEA-PORTER, Mr. 

MACK, Mr. ROSKAM, Mr. MICA, Mr. GINGREY 
of Georgia, Mr. BARTLETT, Mr. SCALISE, Ms. 
DELAURO, Mr. LOBIONDO, Ms. FALLIN, Mr. 
KIRK, and Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. 

H.R. 727: Mr. BRADY of Texas. 
H.R. 731: Mr. WITTMAN. 
H.R. 734: Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, Mr. CAPUANO, 

Mrs. TAUSCHER, and Mr. MCGOVERN. 
H.R. 748: Mr. HOLT, Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ 

of California, and Mr. POE of Texas. 
H.R. 751: Mr. FRANKS of Arizona and Mr. 

WILSON of South Carolina. 
H.R. 764: Mr. COBLE, Mr. JONES, Mr. BUR-

TON of Indiana, Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr. MCCAR-
THY of California, Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. 
BILBRAY, and Mr. GARY G. MILLER of Cali-
fornia. 

H.R. 767: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, and Ms. SUTTON. 

H.R. 768: Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. CLAY, Mr. 
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. PATRICK J. MURPHY 
of Pennsylvania, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. MORAN of 
Virginia, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Ms. 
TSONGAS, Mr. COURTNEY, and Mr. SALAZAR. 

H.R. 774: Ms. VELÁZQUEZ and Mr. 
MCMAHON. 

H.R. 776: Mr. PASCRELL. 
H.J. Res. 11: Mr. EHLERS. 
H.J. Res. 18: Mr. HONDA, Mr. MCGOVERN, 

Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. SAR-
BANES, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. 
OLVER, Mr. WU, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, 
Ms. ESHOO, Ms. DEGETTE, Ms. HIRONO, and 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 

H. Con. Res. 14: Mr. WOLF, Mr. WU, Ms. 
BORDALLO, Ms. SCHWARTZ, Mr. LEVIN, Ms. 
RICHARDSON, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Ms. CASTOR of Florida, Mr. 
CUMMINGS, Ms. SHEA-PORTER, Mr. MICHAUD, 

Mr. BERMAN, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. PASTOR of Ar-
izona, Ms. MCCOLLUM, Ms. KILROY, Mr. COLE, 
Mr. SMITH of Washington, Ms. EDWARDS of 
Maryland, Mr. MOORE of Kansas, and Mr. 
KING of New York. 

H. Con. Res. 29: Mr. KLEIN of Florida, and 
Mr. NADLER of New York. 

H. Res. 18: Mr. MEEKS of New York, Ms. 
ZOE LOFGREN of California, and Ms. 
DEGETTE. 

H. Res. 19: Mr. SCHOCK. 
H. Res. 20: Mr. POE of Texas. 
H. Res. 22: Mr. GUTIERREZ and Mrs. 

CHRISTENSEN. 
H. Res. 36: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, 

Mr. TEAGUE, Ms. TITUS, Mr. WATT, Mr. SNY-
DER, Mr. FATTAH, Ms. NORTON, Mr. CONYERS, 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr. POLIS of 
Colorado, Mr. SIRES, Ms. KAPTUR, and Mr. 
SKELTON. 

H. Res. 49: Mrs. BONO MACK, Mr. CLYBURN, 
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. CALVERT, and Mr. 
BRADY of Pennsylvania. 

H. Res. 54: Mr. WOLF, Mr. LATTA, Mr. BUR-
TON of Indiana, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. 
MCKEON, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. 
FOSTER, and Mr. ROONEY. 

H. Res. 70: Mr. DRIEHAUS. 
H. Res. 76: Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. SCOTT of 

Georgia, and Mr. ELLISON. 
H. Res. 81: Mr. BROWN of South Carolina. 
H. Res. 82: Mr. ROYCE. 
H, Res. 86: Mr. WAXMAN and Ms. BORDALLO. 
H. Res. 89: Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. NYE, Ms. 

SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. MCDERMOTT, and Mr. 
CARNAHAN. 

H. Res. 93: Mr. MORAN of Virginia. 
H. Res. 99: Mr. BROWN of South Carolina. 
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Senate 
The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable 
JEANNE SHAHEEN, a Senator from the 
State of New Hampshire. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Lord of all nations, light of the 

world, illuminate the hearts of our 
Senators today. Enable them to shine 
Your light into our Nation and world, 
not to glorify themselves but to honor 
You. Lord, give them the fire of ethical 
congruence that will enable them to re-
inforce lofty rhetoric with righteous 
actions. As they face daunting chal-
lenges, lift the light of Your coun-
tenance upon them. Keep them from 
growing weary in doing what is right, 
as You remind them of the certainty of 
a bountiful harvest. Lord, help them to 
see the great results that come from 
seeking to do Your will and from striv-
ing to let their words and thoughts 
please You. 

We pray in Your holy Name. Amen. 
f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable JEANNE SHAHEEN led 
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. BYRD). 

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, February 3, 2009. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 

appoint the Honorable JEANNE SHAHEEN, a 
Senator from the State of New Hampshire, 
to perform the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mrs. SHAHEEN thereupon assumed 
the chair as Acting President pro tem-
pore. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. Madam President, it 
doesn’t appear that Senator MCCON-
NELL or I will give any opening state-
ments today. Therefore, we will move 
immediately to the Economic Recov-
ery Act, H.R. 1. 

The Senate will recess today from 
12:30 to 2:15 p.m. for weekly caucus 
luncheons. There will be rollcall votes 
throughout the day and we hope into 
the night. We have a lot of work to do 
in the next few days. We need coopera-
tion on both sides to make sure Sen-
ators have the opportunity to offer 
amendments they feel appropriate and 
to agree to a reasonable time on these. 

The Republican leader and I are look-
ing forward to a good debate and oppor-
tunities for people to offer amend-
ments. At this stage, there appears to 
be no limit on the type of amendments 
offered. We hope people will be consid-
erate of the rest of the Senators and 
move forward as quickly as we can. We 
have a lot to do in a little bit of time. 

The Presidents Day recess is to begin 
a week from this Friday, and that re-
cess will not begin unless President 
Obama has a bill on his desk to sign. I 
would hope everyone appreciates the 
fact that we not only have to complete 
the legislation but we have to work out 
some kind of arrangement with the 
House. 

I have spoken last night to the Re-
publican leader, and we intend to go to 
conference on this bill. I hope everyone 
keeps in mind the time concerns we 
have. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

AMERICAN RECOVERY AND 
REINVESTMENT ACT OF 2009 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will resume consideration of 
H.R. 1, which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 1) making supplemental appro-

priations for job preservation and creation, 
infrastructure investment, energy efficiency 
and science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2009, and 
for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

Pending: 
Reid (for Inouye-Baucus) amendment No. 

98, in the nature of a substitute. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Montana is rec-
ognized. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, 
today, we continue consideration of the 
economic recovery bill. Our country is 
facing a serious economic challenge. 
America is in the middle of the most 
significant economic downturn in the 
lifetimes of most Americans, and the 
bill before us is a serious response. 

The Finance and the Appropriations 
Committees have sought to assemble 
the most effective tools available to 
help our economy recover. Ninety-nine 
percent of the Finance Committee’s re-
sponse will take effect in the first 19 
months of the bill. I repeat: 99 percent 
of the Finance Committee’s response 
will take effect in the first 19 months 
of the bill. 
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Today, we begin work in earnest on 

the bill. We hope to consider a number 
of amendments. We have taken ex-
traordinary steps to ensure the Senate 
is considering this bill with a fair proc-
ess. We posted the Finance Committee 
part of the bill on the Internet last Fri-
day, and Chairman INOUYE and I sub-
mitted our substitute amendment to 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD last Friday 
as well. So the legislative text of the 
measure before us has been available 
for 4 days. 

During the Finance Committee’s con-
sideration of the bill in committee, we 
had a thorough and open amendment 
process. The committee considered the 
bill over the course of 11 hours. Sen-
ators filed more than 200 amendments. 
The committee voted on 30 amend-
ments. 

As we proceed to consideration of the 
bill on the Senate floor, we also hope 
to have an open amendment process. 
We hope it will proceed much as it did 
on the children’s health bill last week. 
As Senators will recall, last week the 
Senate considered the children’s health 
bill over the course of 4 days. Senators 
offered 27 amendments, and the Senate 
conducted rollcall votes on 14 amend-
ments. I do not believe we turned any 
Senator away from offering an amend-
ment last week. We had a thorough 
process, and the Senate passed the chil-
dren’s health bill with an over-
whelming 66-to-32 vote. 

This week, on the economic recovery 
bill, we hope once again to process a 
number of amendments. We intend to 
begin with an amendment by the Sen-
ator from Washington, Senator MUR-
RAY, regarding infrastructure. This 
afternoon, we expect to consider 
amendments by Senator MIKULSKI re-
garding automobiles, Senator BOXER 
regarding repatriation, and Senator 
FEINGOLD regarding earmarks. 

We hope to consider multiple amend-
ments during the day. This is a signifi-
cant bill. We have a work product from 
both the Appropriations and the Fi-
nance Committees represented in the 
pending substitute. Senators INOUYE 
and COCHRAN will manage the bill for 
the appropriations matters and Sen-
ator GRASSLEY and I will be managing 
the bill for finance matters. 

I urge Senators to let the managers 
know of their intentions to offer 
amendments. We will want to make 
sure the appropriate manager is here to 
respond to the amendment. As much as 
possible, we would like to give all Sen-
ators notice about what subjects will 
be coming up. In other words, we are 
working on possibly grouping subjects 
so as to give Senators a little more no-
tice and to help make the process a lit-
tle more orderly. 

I thank all Senators for their co-
operation, and I look forward to a 
healthy debate. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Florida is rec-
ognized. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam 
President, I wish to talk about not just 

the stimulus bill but how we need to 
address this overall economic crisis, 
which the more we hear about, the 
worse it gets. If we don’t watch out, we 
are going to be in a downward eco-
nomic spiral. 

Look back to where we got into the 
mess. Wall Street allowed banks to 
make too many bad home loans. They 
were home loans the homeowners could 
not afford, and many times they were 
rushed into signing these kinds of 
agreements when their income level 
would not support that kind of mort-
gage. Then Wall Street bundled thou-
sands of those mortgages—sometimes 
you heard them referred to as 
subprime—and sold them as a security. 
Those were bought and sold throughout 
the financial process, from financial in-
stitution to financial institution. They 
were sold at a profit. There was little 
or no regulation. Of course, the bank-
ers walked away with billions of dol-
lars in bonuses and the taxpayers now 
have to clean up the mess. 

Well, what began as trouble in the 
housing market quickly spread to the 
financial system and, from there, to 
the economy as a whole. The revenue 
stream for these mortgages was cut off 
because people weren’t paying their 
monthly payments on the mortgages, 
and therefore the revenue from these 
bundled securities of bad mortgages 
weren’t paying off, and that started 
rippling through the entire financial 
system for whoever held those bundled 
mortgages. 

What started as an American prob-
lem now has become a global problem. 
Foreign governments, many of their in-
vestors, had invested in these bundled 
securitized mortgages. Foreign govern-
ments have seen their exports decline, 
and they are finding themselves shut 
out when they seek loans from the 
world’s banks. The banks aren’t lend-
ing because they do not have the secu-
rity of knowledge that those borrowers 
are going to pay off. Lo and behold, 
since this thing has spread globally, 
even to foreign governments, some of 
the governments may even default on 
their own debts, which would be a dev-
astating blow for any nation. 

That is a story that has yet to be 
told. We may have foreign governments 
defaulting on their debts and going 
into insolvency. Such defaults could 
clearly pose a national security threat 
for us, as already fragile governments 
fall and are replaced by forces that are 
hostile to American interests. 

At the same time, our current eco-
nomic crisis will soon become a financ-
ing problem for our own Government. 
We are running up a large tab. We are 
spending nearly $900 billion in this bill 
to stimulate the economy. Maybe we 
are going to have to spend that much 
again to relieve the banks of the toxic 
assets—these bad assets that are so un-
derwater—in order to get these toxic 
assets off the books of the banks. 

Well, when you look down the road, 
it is hard to fathom that we are going 
to put this financial burden on our 

children, but economists—conservative 
and liberal—across the spectrum agree 
that the burden could be far worse if 
we don’t take bold and immediate ac-
tion, as evidenced in what is on the 
floor of the Senate now. We need to 
act, we need to act boldly, and we need 
to act now. 

This economic recovery bill that we 
will consider this week begins to move 
us in the right direction. Now, there 
ought to be some tweaks and some 
iterations on it, and we are going to 
consider that in the amendatory proc-
ess, but let’s consider the thrust of it. 
It funds shovel-ready infrastructure— 
those projects that are ready to go— 
which are going to strengthen our Na-
tion while creating jobs in the con-
struction sector. 

We heard the chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee say that over 90 per-
cent of all the spending that occurs as 
a result of the tax cuts and the tax in-
centives—he said over 90 percent of all 
the tax portion of the bill is going to 
take effect in the first 19 months. Now 
that is the kind of stimulus we need. 

This bill provides health and edu-
cation assistance to State govern-
ments. It protects the most vulnerable, 
while putting money back into the 
economy. The legislation before us cre-
ates incentives for the private sector to 
put money into innovative ideas in 
health care technology, in energy effi-
ciency, and in a smarter electricity 
grid. 

I think this bill moves us in the right 
direction. But we have to watch out 
that we do not get sidetracked. We 
need to make sure we are investing in 
sectors where the economy is idle, 
where Americans stand ready to work 
on the projects we fund. As we debate 
the bill’s tax provisions, we need to 
make sure they provide incentives for 
employers to create new well-paying 
jobs. 

I saw something that is disturbing to 
me. I saw that a group of our Senators 
is trying to do some cuts in this, and in 
a publication this morning they singled 
out NASA, the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration. The chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee 
has helped those of us who work in this 
kind of specialty here before the Sen-
ate. What this group of Senators does 
not realize is that is directly related to 
job stimulus because of the horrible 
situation we have ourselves in where 
we are going to shut down our Amer-
ican vehicle to get to space, the space 
shuttle, and it is going to be another 5 
years, under the present plan, to get 
the new rocket ready to get to our own 
space station that we have built and 
paid for. As a result, the Kennedy 
Space Center, the Johnson Space Cen-
ter in Texas, and the Marshall Space 
Center in Alabama are looking at mas-
sive layoffs. My space center in Florida 
is looking at 5,000 jobs being laid off. 
The chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee, who has an insight into 
this, has provided that money for stim-
ulus for those jobs. So let’s keep that 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1373 February 3, 2009 
goal in mind—jobs. That is what we 
want to do with this stimulus bill. 

The legislation alone is not going to 
move us beyond the total problem we 
are facing, the potential downward spi-
ral. Experts, liberal and conservative, 
now agree that the Nation’s banks are 
going to need ongoing support at a cost 
that might exceed what we have com-
mitted already. If the banks are going 
to continue receiving Government sup-
port, they must grant taxpayers a 
meaningful ownership stake. They 
must boost lending to individuals and 
to small business, and they must ac-
cept real limits on executive com-
pensation. 

Of course, there is another story 
chronicled in this morning’s news-
papers about how all of these banks 
have gotten all of these billions of dol-
lars, and that not only has not in-
creased lending, their lending to bor-
rowers has actually decreased. That is 
unacceptable. 

If we provide the banks with more 
support—and I suspect we are going to 
have to—in this next tranche of $350 
billion, then we still are going to have 
to address the mortgage foreclosure 
crisis, which is the root cause of the 
current circumstance. We need a cred-
ible plan for Government-backed mort-
gage refinancing, whether it is through 
Freddie or Fannie, the FDIC, or wheth-
er we create a new loan facility that is 
created specifically for that purpose. I 
talked to the Secretary of the Treasury 
three times about this, and I am en-
couraged that the administration ap-
pears to support such a plan. 

I am telling you, every one of us 
knows that our constituents, particu-
larly those near retirement age and re-
tired, are dramatically concerned 
about the loss of their retirement sav-
ings which has accompanied the mar-
kets’ collapse. 

Since the 1980s, what happened? We 
have seen a shift away from a defined 
benefit pension, toward a market-based 
individual retirement account. Many 
Americans now rely on such accounts 
as a vital source of retirement in-
come—the IRAs, the 401(k)s—and for 
those who have reached retirement— 
and every one of us has a lot of retirees 
in our State—or for those who hope to 
retire in the near future, the markets’ 
collapse has delayed or laid waste to 
their plans, all the while Wall Street 
executives walk off with billions of dol-
lars in bonuses. These are folks who 
have worked. They played by the rules. 
They have saved all of their lives. They 
deserve our attention more than the 
bankers who got us into this mess. 

I want to quote from an Indiana 
newspaper, the Evansville Courier. To 
our colleagues from Indiana, I wish to 
compliment the editorial from your 
newspaper on February 2: 

The middle class retirees who saved in 
their IRA and 401(k) plans, and who intended 
to use their Social Security entitlement to 
supplement their investment income, and 
thereby to live out their days in modest 
comfort, now face the complete loss of that 

dream. It was not a dream of luxury, just a 
hard-won freedom from daily work and 
maybe a trip to somewhere warm in the win-
ter. 

That is what they saved for. And 
once this economy recovers—and it 
will, hopefully sooner than many pre-
dict—we are still going to have a lot of 
work that will remain. We need to look 
at the current causes of our crisis, and 
we need to better regulate our finan-
cial markets. As the economy recovers, 
we will need to keep a close eye on the 
Nation’s monetary policy. Interest 
rates now are at historic lows, and our 
monetary policy is looser than it has 
been in decades. As we step on the fis-
cal gas, in addition to the monetary 
loosening, we need to make sure we do 
not overshoot the mark and trigger a 
new period of inflation. 

So our problems are many and our 
options are few. Things may get worse 
before they get better. If we put aside 
the differences and reason together, 
they will get better. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Republican leader. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. I am going to pro-

ceed for a few moments on my leader 
time. 

Evidently, the President had a meet-
ing with House and Senate Democratic 
leadership last night, impressing upon 
them, obviously, the urgency of ap-
proving a stimulus bill that actually 
works. But I think it is safe to say that 
the version House Democrats approved 
last week certainly does not meet that 
test. Most of the infrastructure projec-
tions it includes would not impact the 
economy for at least a year. 

I was recently talking to my Gov-
ernor, and he indicated basically that 
the spend-outs were in year 2 and 3 in 
much of this, thereby kind of illus-
trating my point that in terms of im-
mediate impact, it is quite deficient. 
Worse still, permanent spending—or 
what we call, inside the Beltway, ‘‘en-
titlement spending’’—is actually in-
creased by $200 billion. 

The President has talked on a num-
ber of occasions—I know I have spoken 
with him about it—about my willing-
ness to work with him on a bipartisan 
basis to get entitlements or permanent 
spending under control. We know it is 
going to ruin our country in the near 
future. This bill, in the name of stim-
ulus, actually increases permanent 
spending, entitlement spending, by $200 
billion, making an already incredibly 
difficult problem worse. As every-
body—almost everybody—is now fully 
aware, the House bill was, of course, 
additionally loaded with wasteful 
spending. Unfortunately, the version 
Senate Democrats put forth is not a 
whole lot better. 

President Obama said 75 percent of 
the bill’s discretionary projects should 
be paid for within 2 years. Yet more 
than half of the spending in the Senate 
version would not be spent until after 2 
years. President Obama said 40 percent 
of the bill should be tax relief. Yet less 

than one-third of the spending in the 
Senate version would go to tax relief. 
And like the House bill, the spending 
portion in the Senate version is simply 
way too big. The spending portion is 
way too big. If you include the interest 
payments on all of this money we are 
purportedly about to spend, the Senate 
Democratic bill is nearly $1.3 trillion. 
So I cannot imagine President Obama 
is terribly pleased with the proposal 
Democrats in the House or the Senate 
have put forward at this point. I am 
hoping he convinced them last night 
that it is time to put forth, together, a 
bill that gives an immediate jolt to the 
economy and creates jobs right now, 
not a bill that increases permanent 
spending, not a bill that spends out in 
years 3 and 4. A stimulus package 
ought to do something right now to 
stimulate the economy. 

President Obama has acknowledged 
that Senate Republicans have a num-
ber of good ideas that he would like to 
incorporate into the final bill. So has 
the senior Senator from New York. Re-
publicans will be pursuing these ideas 
this week, and how they would help 
President Obama achieve his goal for 
the stimulus bill. We Republicans 
think we can send the President a sim-
pler, more targeted stimulus bill that 
gets right at the root of our current 
economic troubles, that does not waste 
money we do not have on projects that 
do not create jobs now. 

Most people recognize that housing is 
at the root of the current economic 
downturn, so we would fix this problem 
before we do anything else. Repub-
licans believe that one way to do that 
is to provide a Government-backed, 30- 
year fixed mortgage at approximately 4 
percent to any creditworthy borrower. 
That would reduce monthly mortgage 
payments and increase demand for 
homes. According to this proposal, the 
average family would see its monthly 
mortgage payment drop by over $400 a 
month. That comes out to over $5,000 a 
year. Over the life of a 30-year loan, 
that is a savings of over $150,000. That 
is a proposal to get right at the hous-
ing problem now. 

Next, in order to get money into the 
economy quickly, Republicans propose 
that we cut income tax rates for work-
ing Americans right now. The Federal 
Government imposes a 10-percent tax 
on married couples for incomes up to 
$16,700. By cutting that rate in half, we 
put $500 into the pockets of every 
working family and give an immediate 
jolt to the country. Incomes between 
$16,700 and $67,900 are taxed at 15 per-
cent. Republicans would cut that rate 
to 10 percent, putting another $1,100 
into the pockets of working couples. 
And single filers would get similar rate 
reductions. In other words, everyone 
who works and pays income taxes 
would see an immediate increase in 
pay. This simpler, targeted plan gets at 
the root of the problem, which is hous-
ing. It puts money into people’s pock-
ets immediately. 

President Obama asked Congress to 
put together a bill without wasteful 
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spending that creates jobs now. We Re-
publicans believe we have better ideas 
for doing both. We look forward to hav-
ing the chance to explain these ideas 
this week to the American people 
through our amendments, and we look 
forward to having votes on those 
amendments in the hope that many of 
them will pass. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Washington 
State is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 110 TO AMENDMENT NO. 98 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I 
send an amendment to the desk on be-
half of myself, Senator FEINSTEIN, Mr. 
SPECTER, Mr. REID, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
DODD, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. LEAHY, Ms. MI-
KULSKI, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Ms. 
STABENOW, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. BROWN, Mr. 
CARDIN, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. LIEBERMAN, 
Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. UDALL of Colorado, 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. BEGICH, and Mr. 
REED of Rhode Island, and I ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Washington [Mrs. MUR-

RAY], for herself, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. SPEC-
TER, Mr. REID, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. DODD, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. LEAHY, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. LAU-
TENBERG, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
BROWN, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. UDALL of 
Colorado, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. BEGICH, and 
Mr. REED of Rhode Island, proposes an 
amendment numbered 110 to amendment No. 
98. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

The amendment (No. 110) is as fol-
lows: 
(Purpose: To strengthen the infrastructure 

investments made by the bill) 

Beginning on page 118, line 4, strike 
‘‘$6,400,000,000, to remain available’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘$2,000,000,000 shall be 
for’’ and insert in-lieu thereof 
‘‘$13,400,000,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2010, of which $10,000,000,000 
shall be for making capitalization grants for 
the Clean Water State Revolving Funds 
under title VI of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act, as amended; of which 
$3,000,000,000 shall be for’’. 

On page 232, line 16, insert ‘‘and other sur-
face transportation’’ prior to the word ‘‘in-
vestment’’, ‘‘ 

On page 232, line 20, strike ‘‘$27,060,000,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$40,060,000,000’’. 

On page 239, line 24, strike ‘‘$8,400,000,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$10,400,000,000’’. 

On page 242, after line 10, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS FOR FIXED GUIDEWAY 
MODERNIZATION 

For an additional amount for capital ex-
penditures authorized under section 
5309(b)(2), $2,000,000,000, to remain available 
through September 30, 2010: Provided, That 
the Secretary of Transportation shall appor-
tion the funding provided under this heading 
using the formula set forth in subsection 
5337(a)(7) of title 49, United States Code: Pro-
vided further, That the federal share of the 
costs for which a grant is made under this 
heading shall be at the option of the recipi-
ent, and may be up to 100 percent: Provided 
further, That the funds appropriated under 
this heading shall not be commingled with 
funds available under the Formula and Bus 
Grants account. 

SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS FOR CAPITAL 
INVESTMENT GRANTS 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Capital In-
vestment Grants’’ as authorized under sec-
tion 5338(c)(4) of title 49, United States Code, 
and allocated under section 5309(m)(2)(A) of 
such title, to enable the Secretary of Trans-
portation to make discretionary grants as 
authorized by section 5309(d) and (e) of such 
title, $1,000,000,000, to remain available 
through September 30, 2011: Provided, That in 
awarding grants with funding provided under 
this heading, the Secretary shall give pri-
ority to projects that the grant funding can 
expedite their completion and their entry 
into revenue service: Provided further, That 
such funding shall be allocated without re-
gard to the requirements of section 
5309(m)(2)(A)(i) of title 49, United States 
Code: Provided further, That the federal share 
of the costs for which a grant is made under 
this heading shall be at the option of the re-
cipient, and may be up to 100 percent: Pro-
vided further, That the funds appropriated 
under this heading shall not be commingled 
with funds available under the Capital In-
vestment Grants account. 

Each amount provided in this amendment 
is designated as an emergency requirement 
and necessary to meet emergency needs pur-
suant to section 204(a) of S. Con. Res. 21 
(110th Congress) and section 301(b)(2) of S. 
Con. Res. 70 (110th Congress), the concurrent 
resolutions on the budget for fiscal years 
2008 and 2009. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, 
last year was tragic for workers who 
lost their jobs and their homes in this 
economic crisis. Through no fault of 
their own, millions of people are now 
wondering where they are going to find 
the next dollar to pay for groceries or 
to keep a roof over their heads. For 
them, putting money away to save for 
college or for a secure retirement is 
simply a dream. It is clear we need to 
take bold action to get us through this 
recession and back on the road to eco-
nomic recovery. I believe the American 
recovery and reinvestment plan now 
before the Senate is that kind of bold 
investment. 

Before I continue, I particularly con-
gratulate our new Appropriations 
chairman, Senator INOUYE, and com-
mend him for his management and tre-

mendous work on getting this bill and 
this part of it to the floor. He has al-
ways shown evenhandedness and poise, 
as he has managed dozens of bills on 
the Commerce and Appropriations 
Committees. We are very fortunate to 
have him as our chairman on the Ap-
propriations Committee, helping us 
with this critical piece of legislation. I 
also thank our former chairman and 
ranking member for his long dedica-
tion to the Appropriations Committee, 
Senator COCHRAN. I truly appreciate 
his contribution to this committee. 

I rise to offer an amendment that 
will make this good bill even better by 
boosting our investment in infrastruc-
ture and creating thousands more 
good-paying American jobs. Our econ-
omy needs a jolt. We have to create 
jobs, and we have to get commerce 
going again. I believe one of the best 
ways we can do that and bring stability 
to communities is by investing in con-
struction projects throughout the en-
tire country. The amendment I offer 
today will get more than 650,000 Ameri-
cans back to work by injecting $25 bil-
lion into our highways and roads, mass 
transit systems, and water and sewer 
networks. 

Investing in construction projects is 
the tried and true way to put people 
back to work. My amendment not only 
supports over 650,000 jobs, it supports 
the kind of good-paying jobs we des-
perately need to help families put 
meals on the table or send their kids to 
school or save a little money for retire-
ment. These are also the jobs our State 
Governors and local mayors say they 
are praying for to help their commu-
nities. States and municipalities have 
felt the economic crisis particularly 
hard. They have had to make some 
painful cuts and layoffs. They are even 
canceling projects now under way to 
conserve cash. This weekend Governor 
Granholm from Michigan told CNN 
that her State could ‘‘have dirt flying 
within 180 days’’ if we pass a bill that 
increases Federal infrastructure in-
vestments. 

With the amendment we are offering 
today, States such as Michigan could 
create jobs as fast as they are able to 
spend the money, and thousands of peo-
ple in all 50 States would benefit. It 
would support, for example, more than 
18,000 jobs in Georgia, 27,600 jobs in 
Florida, over 20,000 jobs in Michigan, 
more than 13,000 jobs in the State of 
Washington, to name a few. 

I ask unanimous consent to print in 
the RECORD a chart that displays what 
this will do for every State. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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Mrs. MURRAY. But this amendment 

doesn’t only help the economy today 
by creating new jobs. This amendment 
will literally pave the way for future 
economic growth across the country. 
These investments will help commu-
nities provide cleaner drinking water 
and roads that are free of congestion. 
They will help create modern railroads 
that will get workers to their jobs 
more quickly and safely. They will 
help improve our ports so they are 
more efficient and more competitive. 
We all know businesses need good 
transportation and stable water and 
sewer systems. Less traffic means more 
productivity, cleaner air, and a strong-
er economy. These investments will 
pay off for years to come because com-
munities will be stronger and more 
competitive in the global economy. 

Finally, this amendment is critically 
needed because roads, bridges, and 
water and sewer systems are literally 
falling apart. Year after year, we have 
had to put off repairs, while we have 
spent billions of dollars in the wars in 
Iraq and Afghanistan. In August of 
2007, we all stood aghast and watched 
in horror as the I–35W bridge in Min-
neapolis collapsed into the Mississippi 
River. That tragedy brought home to 
everyone how critical it is that we in-
vest in the national highway system. 

Last week, we had another reminder 
when the American Society of Civil En-
gineers issued its annual report card on 
the condition of America’s infrastruc-
ture. The results were truly dismal. 
The leading experts on the state of our 
Nation’s infrastructure have reduced 
the grade point average of our entire 
system of roads and bridges and transit 
and sewer plants to a D. Let me make 
it clear, that was a D average for all of 
the Nation’s infrastructure. Several 
specific areas which I am targeting in 
the amendment did even worse. Waste-
water treatment systems, on which I 
have worked with Senator FEINSTEIN, 
got a D-minus. The engineers pointed 
out that leaking pipes across the coun-
try lose an estimated 7 billion gallons 
of drinking water each and every day. 
The Nation’s roads got a D-minus since 
a third of the major roads are consid-
ered to be in poor or mediocre condi-
tion. More than a third of urban high-
ways are congested. American families 
now spend about 4.2 billion hours each 
year stuck in traffic. That is costing 
the economy almost $80 billion every 
single year. These are roads in every 
one of the States. It is time to fix 
them. 

Our transit systems only got a D, but 
that is still not acceptable. With rider-
ship skyrocketing, it could get worse, 
if we don’t make the upgrades and im-
provements so dramatically needed. 

Speaking as a mom and a former 
teacher, a D-minus or a D is not going 
to cut it. As far as I am concerned, 
when it comes to infrastructure, a D 
stands for disappointment. A D means 
demand change, demand attention, and 
demand investment. 

The amendment I have offered is 
going to help us address these defi-

ciencies head on and put over 655,000 
Americans back to work. For any of 
my colleagues who are worried about 
whether we can spend infrastructure 
dollars fast enough, I want to be clear: 
More than a million workers across the 
country are today ready and able to 
start tomorrow. The unemployment 
rate in the construction industry is 
now just under 16 percent. More than 
1.5 million construction workers are 
out of a job, a 54-percent increase over 
a year ago. Skilled workers all across 
the country are now forced to try to 
pick up whatever odd jobs they can to 
pay for their week’s groceries. This 
amendment is about bringing jobs back 
to those workers and stability to their 
families and making the kinds of in-
vestments America has ignored for too 
long. 

I am proposing in the amendment 
that we invest another $25 billion in 
this bill, bringing the total spending on 
infrastructure to $167 billion. My 
amendment would increase transpor-
tation investments from $45.5 billion to 
more than $63.5 billion, with the larg-
est boost going to highway construc-
tion. It would give all States and com-
munities the equivalent of 2 years of 
Federal highway contributions at once, 
enabling them to support 362,000 con-
struction jobs alone, and another $5 
billion would go to mass transit, sup-
porting 139,000 jobs. Senator FEINSTEIN 
will discuss how it will increase water 
and sewer grants within the Environ-
mental Protection Agency by $7 bil-
lion, supporting 154,000 new jobs. 

It is a scary time for millions of fam-
ilies across America. They are ex-
tremely worried about their stability 
and the future of their families. They 
are worried about how they will pay 
their bills and whether they will be 
able to keep their homes. They have 
put their faith in all of us and in our 
new President to set us on a path that 
will not only turn things around but 
leave our country stronger and more 
resilient than ever. Today they are 
watching this debate, and they are ex-
pecting us to take bold, swift action to 
get us started. This amendment is that 
kind of bold action. It supports 655,000 
new, good-paying jobs. It will help us 
rebuild roads, bridges, mass transit 
networks, water and sewer systems 
that we have neglected for too long. 
Most importantly, these investments 
will leave communities stronger and 
more secure in the future. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment and help put thousands of 
American workers back on the job and 
the country back on its feet. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. Will the Senator yield? 
Mrs. MURRAY. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. INOUYE. I am extremely im-

pressed by the Senator’s presentation. 
I am proud to say that I support the 
measure. It will provide 655,000 new 
jobs. As the boys in the back room 
would say: This is just what the doctor 
ordered. Congratulations. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

UDALL of New Mexico). The Senator 
from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the 
matter before this body is the major-
ity’s stimulus bill. It merges the prod-
ucts of last week’s markup in the Fi-
nance Committee and the Appropria-
tions Committee. Twenty-three Sen-
ators were involved in the Finance 
Committee markup. In that group, 
there were 13 Democrats, 10 Repub-
licans. Thirty Senators were involved 
in the other committee’s markup, the 
Appropriations Committee. In that 
group, there were 17 Democrats and 13 
Republicans. So if we add that up, it 
means over half the Senate has been 
involved in either the Finance Com-
mittee part or the Appropriations Com-
mittee part of this legislation. For the 
first time, however, all Senators will 
have to consider this very large and 
complicated piece of legislation. That 
started yesterday and will go on for a 
week. So the public who want to follow 
Congress will have a long time to fol-
low the issue. 

We ought to take that sort of time 
with an $800, almost $900 billion piece 
of legislation. First, I will discuss proc-
ess and then focus on substance. Be-
cause I am the senior Republican on 
the Finance Committee, I will focus on 
the Finance Committee’s portion. I, 
like 69 other Senators, am still study-
ing the Appropriations Committee 
part. 

First, I thank my friend from Mon-
tana, Chairman BAUCUS, for cour-
teously and professionally consulting 
Members on this side. We had one bi-
partisan Members’ meeting where 
Chairman BAUCUS patiently heard all 
of us out. In addition, Chairman BAU-
CUS apprised me of the negotiations be-
tween Democratic leadership of both 
bodies and the Obama administration. 
Those Democrats-only negotiations 
were extensive. Folks on our side who 
read press reports could see how exten-
sive they were. Further evidence of 
that deal making is the relatively 
small differences between the basic 
structure of the Committee on Ways 
and Means of the House of Representa-
tives and the Finance Committee of 
the Senate. I congratulate Chairman 
BAUCUS on those negotiations. The 
fruit of that labor is the Finance Com-
mittee package. 

One significant change followed a 
recommendation I made in early Janu-
ary. That change was made in com-
mittee. That was the addition of the al-
ternative minimum tax patch for this 
year which means over 24 million fami-
lies need not worry about an average 
tax increase of at least $2,000 per fam-
ily for this year. But let no one be mis-
taken that this bill is the result of bi-
partisan negotiations. While Repub-
licans were courteously consulted at 
the Member and staff level, we were 
never at the negotiating table. Speaker 
PELOSI best described the bottom line 
of the process from the Washington 
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Post, dated Friday January 23, when 
she said: 

Yes, we wrote the bill. Yes, we won the 
election. 

Indeed, there was a rumor floating 
around about an informal agreement 
among Democratic Members. The 
agreement appeared to be to vote 
against any Republican amendments, 
no matter what the merits of the 
amendments might be. As proof of 
that, if one would review the markup, 
they will find that nearly all Repub-
lican amendments were defeated on a 
virtually party-line vote. They will 
also find, for the first time in recent 
Finance Committee tax legislative his-
tory, small issues or modifications 
raised by dissenting Members, with a 
couple exceptions. I thank the leader-
ship for those exceptions. None of these 
smaller issues were even accommo-
dated. 

So let’s be clear. We knew at the out-
set the markup would be ratifying a 
deal made between Democratic leaders 
of the House and Senate: No Repub-
lican ideas need apply. With the excep-
tion of that AMT patch amendment, 
this was the basic outcome. 

Since the largely partisan markup 
process finished, we have been told by 
the President and members of the 
Democratic leadership that this bill is 
open to improvement by amendment, 
and I am hopeful we will see that fol-
low through, and before the day is 
over, I am sure we are going to have 
some votes where we can do that. 

If I could define ‘‘bipartisanship’’ just 
for a minute, I would define it kind of 
the way I have seen it work over the 
past decade in the Finance Committee 
but probably other committees do the 
same thing. Days before you want to 
bring up a bill, you sit down and you 
negotiate between the two leaders, and 
maybe other people, but you consider 
every member’s position to some ex-
tent, and you come out with what is 
called a bipartisan mark. 

In our committee, for some times 
that was Grassley-Baucus, for other 
times it was Baucus-Grassley. It is a 
little bit like buying a new car. If it is 
going to be a family operation, CHUCK 
GRASSLEY does not go up to Barbara 
Grassley and say: I have made a deter-
mination that we are going to buy a 
Ford Taurus, and it is going to be blue, 
and it is going to have these acces-
sories, et cetera, et cetera. No. You sit 
down. CHUCK and Barbara GRASSLEY sit 
down, and we decide what color car do 
we want, what brand do we want, what 
do we want for accessories, et cetera, 
et cetera. And you go to the dealer, and 
you have a uniform family position of 
what kind of a car you buy. 

That is the way bipartisanship ought 
to work here. That is the way I define 
it. That is the way it has worked over 
a long period of time. But it is not the 
way it worked in the product we have 
before us. 

Now we have the President of the 
United States saying to leaders of his 
party, when they meet at the White 

House: Republicans have good ideas, 
and we want to work toward biparti-
sanship. Now we have a process in 
place. Will the President’s leadership 
make a difference to the majority 
party here on Capitol Hill? 

Before I get into substance, though, I 
wish to pull back and talk about the 
larger picture for a couple minutes. 
Majority Leader REID opened debate on 
this bill yesterday. Yesterday we also 
had Groundhog Day. My first chart is a 
depiction of Punxsutawney Phil, that 
famous weather forecaster there in 
Pennsylvania. Yesterday, Phil saw his 
shadow. Groundhog Day is a recurring 
event. ‘‘Groundhog Day’’ is also the 
title of a famous film starring Bill 
Murray. 

I have another picture for you of Phil 
and Bill driving along. In the movie 
‘‘Groundhog Day,’’ Bill Murray finds 
himself continually repeating the same 
routine. Now, my friend, Chairman 
BAUCUS, last year rightly pointed out 
the message of the film. The message 
was that Bill, guided by Phil, eventu-
ally had to figure out what he was 
doing wrong. Once Bill figured it out, 
he escaped the infinite loop. 

On this bill before us, we need to 
learn from Bill’s and Phil’s adventure. 
We cannot and we should not legislate 
in a hasty manner and place ourselves 
in an infinite loop of repeating the 
same exercise. Democrats and Repub-
licans and the President need to get 
this right, particularly in the time of 
the terrible economic recession we are 
in. We cannot casually deficit spend 
and ask American taxpayers to clean 
up the fiscal mess with high taxes 
down the road. 

To me, there is a particularly com-
pelling irony to the fact that we are de-
bating another stimulus bill at roughly 
the same Groundhog Day timeframe. 
One year ago, almost to this exact 
date, the Senate spent a week debating 
an economic stimulus package. The 
target time set for enacting legislation 
was similar to the one for this package. 
I am talking about the Presidents Day 
recess. Let’s keep the Groundhog Day 
irony in mind as we move forward this 
week and next week. Let’s not repeat 
the same exercise, except this time 
with even much bigger dollars. Let’s 
get it right. 

Now to substance. I want to make it 
clear that most on our side agree with 
President Obama that stimulus is nec-
essary. The economy is flat on its 
back. Too many Americans who want 
to find work cannot find those jobs. A 
lot of Americans are worried their job 
will be the next to go. We get that on 
our side. Everyone here knows we need 
to do everything we can to get the 
economy moving again. Where we dif-
fer between parties is the degree to 
which the engine ought to be Govern-
ment or the engine ought to be the pri-
vate sector, especially America’s big-
gest job creator, our small business 
sector, where you hear quite regularly 
from economists that 70, 80 percent of 
the new jobs are created. In fact, in the 

year 2007, big business created no new 
jobs. All the new jobs in 2007 were cre-
ated by small business. 

These are honest, well-intentioned, 
philosophical differences between our 
two parties: Government or the private 
sector. But those are differences that 
are there. On our side, we want the new 
jobs to come from the private sector. 
On the other side, the preference is to 
grow employment through an expan-
sion of Government. 

Many on the other side and opinion 
makers who agree with them are in-
voking the example of Iowa-born Presi-
dent Hoover. Iowa is my home State. 
They seem to be doing it to portray 
anyone who questions the trillion-dol-
lar package as a reincarnation of what 
we call Hoover economics. It is an un-
fair characterization. Again, let’s be 
clear. Folks on our side recognize the 
need for action. So do not accuse us of 
Hooverism. 

Also, though Iowans are rightly re-
spectful of the only Iowan to be Presi-
dent, President Hoover, you have to 
recognize history. I would instruct the 
other side on a couple lessons from the 
Hoover era, too, where President Hoo-
ver was wrong. One lesson: Do not ob-
struct free trade. The highest tariff 
levels in the history of this country— 
the Smoot-Hawley tariffs—were en-
acted in the middle of his Presidency, 
and it shut down world trade. We have 
to think about that right now because 
the latest reports have the first rever-
sal of the growth of trade worldwide 
since 1982. There is little doubt those 
protectionist barriers that were put up 
in 1930 or 1931 made the Great Depres-
sion worse. So let’s not repeat that 
mistake. There is some evidence on the 
other side of the aisle that they do 
want to repeat that mistake and build 
up protectionist walls. 

Now, there is another lesson from the 
Hoover era I want the other side to be 
aware of. President Hoover signed into 
law significant tax increases that made 
that Depression worse. Like high tar-
iffs, economic history tells us that 
these burdensome taxes retarded the 
economy’s ability to recover—a recov-
ery that did not happen until World 
War II came along. We do not want war 
to get us out of a recession. 

On this side, we agree the lessons 
from the Hoover era need to be learned. 
We cannot be passive. President Hoover 
was passive. Errors of omission on fis-
cal stimulus should be avoided by all of 
us. Likewise, errors of commission on 
fiscal stimulus, such as impeding free 
trade and raising taxes, also should be 
avoided. 

By the conclusion of this debate, 
those differences will be plain to people 
at the grassroots of America. I will tell 
you, all you have to do is go to Iowa, 
go to church on Sunday, go eat at the 
Village Inn after church with your 
family, go to a University of Northern 
Iowa basketball game, and talk to your 
neighbors. The public knows what is 
going on here. They see this as a big 
spending bill and not a stimulus bill. 
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We will see differences fleshed out in 

the debate and on the amendments. 
That is the way it should be. As I indi-
cated above, most on our side want to 
improve this bill. Our amendments, 
large and small, will be offered as im-
provements. We hope the other side is 
sincere and will follow our President’s 
admonition yesterday in their desire to 
change the bill in a way that can gar-
ner a bipartisan majority. Whether Re-
publicans or Democrats have been in 
control, the test of proper stimulus 
boils down to three words. 

That famous Harvard economist, 
former Secretary of the Treasury, a 
good person, Larry Summers, had this 
to say that ought to be a lesson for 
both political parties: 

As with any potent medicine, stimulus, if 
misadministered, could do more harm than 
good by increasing instability and creating 
long run problems. A stimulus program 
should be timely, targeted, and temporary. 

He may not be an MD, but there is a 
lesson from that Ph.D. we can learn. It 
is a lesson of medicine: First, do no 
harm. Well, we want to measure this 
bill according to what Dr. Summers 
says. If you apply the three ‘‘T’s’’ test 
to much of the spending in this pro-
posal, you will find it fails the test. We 
will get into that when we examine and 
debate the bill. 

Some folks might ask: What is the 
problem if we overshoot and flunk the 
test? The first problem is running out 
of budget room. The bill before us will, 
when interest costs are included, add 
up beyond that $900 billion to $1.3 tril-
lion added to the deficit. All of this 
extra deficit increase would be pro-
posed when the baseline deficit for this 
fiscal year will hit $1.2 trillion. That 
amount exceeds all historical records. 
As a percentage of our economy, that 
will mean 8.3 percent of gross domestic 
product. 

I have read some economists saying 
that is more stimulus than we have 
ever had in the history of this country. 
Maybe 8.3 percent is enough. I think in 
a bipartisan way, and with the Presi-
dent, we concluded it is not enough. 
But above that, it seems to me, we 
ought to be cautious and make sure it 
is timely, temporary, and targeted be-
cause this amount of 8.3 percent easily 
exceeds the 5.7 percent in 1983. It is al-
most 50 percent above any comparable 
post-World War II levels. 

The figures on Federal debt held by 
the public are likewise staggering. In 
the period of 2001 to 2007, debt held by 
the public increased by comparatively 
smaller amounts, roughly 1 percent per 
year. This year’s change easily exceeds 
all of that, as you can see from this 
chart of how the deficit continues to go 
up. You also see it there, as a percent 
of gross national product, higher than 
it has been for a 40-year average. 

So we need to acknowledge the def-
icit situation we are in. It is very seri-
ous. So whatever we do, we ought to 
not make the long-term fiscal situa-
tion worse than it is. You can see from 
this chart in the outyears how bad that 
situation is going to be. 

The other problem is if we prime the 
pump too much and the pumped-out 
stimulus does not materialize until 
after the hoped-for recovery is upon us, 
then we might risk too much stimulus. 
The result could be inflation. 

Let’s look at the timely part of Dr. 
Summers’ statement. That needs to be 
brought into sharper focus. The Con-
gressional Budget Office tells us that 
less than half of the appropriations 
amounts will be spent out by the end of 
fiscal year 2010. So only half of the 
spending in the bill is timely. The Fi-
nance package does a little better. 
Ironically, the tax policy stimulus, 
much maligned by the hardcore of both 
Democratic caucuses, helps the spend- 
out ratio greatly in the Finance pack-
age. 

The theory for erring on the side of 
overloading the spending side is that 
we need to direct dollars to the folks 
most likely to spend them. This is the 
reason we are told we need extra FMAP 
money, expanded entitlements, and 
other State aid. 

It misses the point that the U.S. fis-
cal policy system already has an arse-
nal of antirecessionary automatic sta-
bilizers directed to the very same popu-
lations. These stabilizers provide im-
mediate assistance to those most vul-
nerable who have been hit by an eco-
nomic downturn. The Congressional 
Budget Office says that these benefits, 
including food stamps, unemployment 
insurance, and Medicaid, will grow to 
$250 billion this year. That built-in, 
lower income-population stimulus will 
be equal to 1.8 percent of gross national 
product. 

It also misses the point, when you 
argue that you ought to err on the side 
of overspending, about ensuring that 
the lessons of moral hazards apply to 
the States. The fiscal problems faced 
by many of our States and localities 
are largely the result of their inability 
to keep spending in line with revenue. 
Between the third quarter of 2006 and 
the third quarter of 2008, State reve-
nues increased 7 percent and State 
spending increased twice that 
amount—15 percent. In other words, 
the States and localities spent $2.22 for 
each additional dollar of revenue. The 
States have been on a spending spree, 
and they have dug themselves into a 
hole. 

Now, we will hear that the Medicaid 
money we are adding—which I refer to 
as a slush fund for States—is necessary 
to avoid tax increases at the State and 
local level. We will also hear that vital 
services will be cut unless we cut a big 
blank check to States. Just as we did 
during the Finance Committee mark-
up, some on our side will test these as-
sumptions with amendments on these 
points. An open-ended slush fund is not 
targeted. It is not going to bring about 
sound, responsible fiscal policy in the 
States that need it, and this is true no 
matter how you dress up this issue. 

Perhaps the most disturbing stim-
ulus test failure is on the third ‘‘t’’— 
that it should be temporary. This is 

what bothers me most about this bill. I 
am referring, of course, to the tem-
porary test. In this package, there are 
many new popular spending programs 
labeled ‘‘temporary.’’ Those programs 
total $140 billion. If these programs are 
extended or made permanent, we can 
expect another $1.3 trillion added to fu-
ture deficits. I will challenge anyone 
on the other side to tell me these pro-
grams will be turned off once enacted. 
With large Democratic majorities and 
a Democratic President, I would say 
any such promise is dubious in this 
Congress. It is about as deliverable as a 
promise to sell the Brooklyn Bridge. 

Just so appropriators don’t get too 
far out on a limb, I wish to quote from 
what Chairman MILLER of one of the 
House committees had to say. He was 
talking about these built-in expendi-
tures that are going to go beyond the 2 
years; things that ought to be handled 
by the Appropriations Committee on 
an annual basis, considering all of the 
priorities that come to us from all seg-
ments of the economy and from all 
government programs. If you think you 
are building this into the base, this is 
Chairman MILLER—I am going to quote 
here from Congress Daily: 

Chairman Miller in the House was asked 
about the fact that funding for education 
programs disappears in two years, and he 
said the word he got from the Obama admin-
istration is that these funding levels will 
NOT become the baseline and that in two 
years, we can expect that the President’s 
Budget Request will be lower than these new 
levels. That means schools will see a short- 
term jump for these programs, but any 
teacher or programs they put in place may 
be cut in two years. 

Now, let me just ask my colleagues 
about that. Is it smart to use some-
thing that is absolutely needed—a 
stimulus bill—for an excuse to jack up 
spending well into the future? That is 
going to be done in 1 week. Isn’t that 
something appropriations committees 
generally take several months to do be-
fore they make decisions to go down 
that road? That is something for my 
colleagues to consider. 

To sum it up, this package meets a 
different three t’s test. We start with 
trillion-dollar deficits. We have a bill 
that, with interest added, adds more 
than another trillion dollars to future 
deficits. We have a bill that has new 
spending ostensibly labeled as ‘‘tem-
porary’’ but likely to be extended, that 
bakes into the cake another $1 trillion 
of future deficits. Passing this three 
t’s—as in trillions—test ought to be a 
Senator’s pause, and we hope during 
this debate that pause happens. From 
our side’s view, these are major short-
comings on the substance. 

Although we saw execution of a deal 
to vote down our amendments in com-
mittee no matter whether our ideas 
were meritorious or not, we would like 
to be and will be constructive, and we 
will build on parts of the package that 
we support. But make no mistake 
about it, we are going to try to use Dr. 
Summers’ guideline of, first, do no 
harm—he didn’t say that—but the 
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three t’s test he put on the chart from 
his quotation. In other words, we hope 
our amendments will be more openly 
received on the Senate floor than they 
were in committee. 

In this respect, we will go back to 
major differences between the parties 
on how to get the economy moving. On 
our side, we would like to push more 
incentives for long-term growth of pri-
vate sector jobs. There is a good start 
on a broad-based middle-income tax 
cut in the package. We would like to 
expand the tax cut to cover all middle- 
income taxpayers. 

During this fall’s campaign, the 
President described as middle class 
families making less than $250,000. 
Many of the tax cuts don’t apply to 
millions of families making less than 
$250,000. It doesn’t make sense to me to 
call a proposal a middle-class tax cut if 
it doesn’t apply to millions of middle- 
class families. We would like to direct 
that at labor and capital income 
earned by middle-income taxpayers. 

Since we weren’t at the negotiating 
table to offer these progrowth ideas, 
you will see them arise as constructive 
offers to improve the package. 

I wish to speak for just a minute to 
some health provisions in the bill. 

Spending in this bill should be judged 
based on two criteria: Will it stimulate 
the economy, and is the money being 
well spent? In committee, we aired our 
honest disagreements over whether 
several of these provisions were actu-
ally stimulative. Improving health in-
formation technology is critical for 
health care infrastructure. I support 
many of those provisions, but I have to 
ask: Will it stimulate our economy, 
and is this money we should add to the 
deficit rather than offsetting it? 

It wasn’t so long ago that $16 billion 
was a lot of money around here. Pro-
viding assistance to States makes 
sense if we are concerned about States 
raising taxes or cutting spending. But 
is $87 billion the right number, and is 
increasing Medicaid spending the right 
way to do it beyond what is necessary 
to take care of the millions of people 
who are going to lose their health in-
surance? That is a much smaller figure; 
somewhere around $10 billion to $12 bil-
lion rather than $87 billion. Could we 
better stimulate economic recovery 
using all or part of that money else-
where? 

The Finance Committee package also 
includes a 2-year extension of our cur-
rent Trade Adjustment Assistance Pro-
grams. I am working with the chair-
man to see if we can agree with our 
counterparts on the House Ways and 
Means Committee on a broader reau-
thorization of these programs, but that 
is still a work in progress. 

Apart from trade adjustment assist-
ance, I am disappointed that this ad-
ministration isn’t focusing on trade as 
a component of an economic stimulus 
package. As I said, we should heed an 
important lesson from the Hoover era. 
Economic growth comes from expand-
ing free trade, not contracting it, be-

cause protectionism in the 1930s 
brought us to World War II. Opening 
new markets for U.S. exporters should 
be a part of the mindset to stimulate 
our economy. 

Right now, 20,000 people are being 
laid off from Caterpillar. I don’t think 
John Deere has laid off very many yet, 
but 22 percent of John Deere workers 
have their jobs because of inter-
national trade—tractors made in Wa-
terloo, IA, getting on boats in Balti-
more to go overseas. We don’t want to 
shut down those kinds of jobs, and 
without emphasis upon trade being a 
very important part of a stimulus 
package, we are sending a message that 
trade does not matter. Trade does mat-
ter. For instance, we have these pend-
ing agreements with Colombia, Pan-
ama, and South Korea which would 
provide significant opportunity to do 
just that, and they should be imple-
mented as soon as possible. 

As we go through the bill, our side 
will offer several amendments that I 
hope will be accepted to try to make 
the bill better and answer the ques-
tions I and other Members have raised. 
The people back home see Congress 
spending vast amounts of taxpayers’ 
money. They are counting on us to en-
sure their money is spent wisely and 
not wastefully, and that means to 
make sure this is a stimulus bill and 
not a ‘‘porkulus’’ bill. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana is recognized. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I will be 
very brief. I know the Senator from 
California wishes to make a statement. 

Very briefly, I might just say first 
how much I enjoy working with my 
good friend, Senator GRASSLEY from 
Iowa. He is a joy to work with. I know 
of no finer Senator. He is a man of his 
word. He is a man of integrity and good 
will. He is a terrific Senator. I have en-
joyed working with him on the com-
mittee in many respects. 

I also wish to thank him for his kind 
words about the openness with which I 
have attempted to conduct the com-
mittee. I also wish to commend him for 
his AMT amendment to make sure 
Americans don’t pay more taxes over 
the next year. The amendment he of-
fered, as well as the Senator from New 
Jersey, Mr. MENENDEZ—the two of 
them offering the amendment was the 
right thing to do. Some have suggested 
we drop that amendment. I vigorously 
resisted that because I think it is a 
good idea that we have the AMT patch. 

There are other provisions in here 
which remind all of us to help tax-
payers. One is extending the small 
business expensing provision for 2 
years. That is going to help small busi-
ness. That also included an entire 
threshold that was enacted last year. 
Added to that, we have payback peri-
ods for net operating loss extended 
from 2 years to 5 years, as well as busi-
ness tax credits extended from 2 years 
to 5 years. So businesses can carry 

back losses with respect to credits they 
have otherwise earned, whether it is an 
R&D tax credit or an energy credit. 

So I want to continue working with 
the good Senator from Iowa as we im-
prove this bill. I do not know whether 
I agree with all of the amendments 
some Senators on his side of the aisle 
will be offering, but we will certainly 
do our very best to keep improving the 
bill. There are some very good tax pro-
visions in here to help individual tax-
payers and business taxpayers. 

So I just wish to thank the Senator 
for working with us on this. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California is recognized. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 

rise in support of the amendment Sen-
ator MURRAY has just sent to the desk 
which would add $25 billion to the in-
frastructure portion of the bill. I thank 
her for her work on this amendment. 

I also thank the chairman of the 
committee, Senator INOUYE. Senator 
INOUYE became chairman of the com-
mittee approximately 1 week before 
this bill came out of committee, so it 
really represents a great deal of work 
in a very short period of time, and I be-
lieve he is to be commended for that. 

In my view, as a former mayor, a 
stimulus means job production, very 
simply. As this bill stands, only 16 per-
cent of the stimulus package goes to-
ward infrastructure, which is the phys-
ical basis on which a nation’s economy 
functions, while 39 percent would fi-
nance tax cuts. 

To be very candid with you, I am one 
of those who do not believe tax cuts are 
necessarily stimulative. The reason I 
don’t believe that is because I believe 
the buying habits of Americans in this 
particular crisis have changed. I don’t 
think $80 a month in the form of a tax 
credit is going to change that. We put 
$135 billion out in a rebate, and less 
than 15 percent of it, it was esti-
mated—by the best chance—went into 
the economy. So I really worry that 
this package is tax cut heavy and 
doesn’t do what it should do with re-
spect to the production of jobs to re-
pair this physical base on which a na-
tion’s economy can function. 

The amendment, as Senator MURRAY 
said, is cosponsored by 21 of us. I very 
much appreciate all of the Senators’ 
support. It adds $18 billion for highway 
and rail. Those of you who have ridden 
high-speed rail from Tokyo and Osaka 
know that it was built in the mid-six-
ties. Here we are in 2009, and we don’t 
have a real high-speed rail, either by 
MAGLEV or steel wheel, anywhere in 
this country today. If you travel 
through Europe, you travel on fast 
trains. If you go from Pudong in 
Shanghai to the airport by transit, you 
can take a MAGLEV system, which 
does 30 miles in less than 20 minutes. 
Our highways are jammed. People go to 
work in gridlock. The newspaper this 
morning reported that metropolitan 
Washington, D.C. has some of the high-
est commuter travel times in America. 
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We need to repair this infrastructure, 

and the beauty of doing it as part of 
this package is that it puts people to 
work immediately on projects that are 
shovel ready. So I believe $18 billion in 
this bill, which is for highway and rail, 
and an additional $7 billion in revolv-
ing loan funds for clean water and 
sewer projects is really necessary. You 
might say: $25 billion—what does that 
do in this package? I will tell you what 
it does. It raises the percentage of in-
frastructure from 16 to 19 percent. That 
is all it does. That is how big this pack-
age is and how little of it is really the 
kind of infrastructure we should be 
producing. 

For the water infrastructure portion 
alone, this amendment could create as 
many as 154,000 additional jobs beyond 
that which is estimated in the stimulus 
package. The transportation portion of 
the amendment would add 501,000 jobs. 
So, as Senator MURRAY said, in total, 
this amendment would create a net 
new 655,000 jobs—jobs that are des-
perately needed to put Americans back 
to work and revive our country. 

I come from a State that is big. It is 
the seventh or eighth largest economy 
in the world. It has stopped all public 
works projects, and it is furloughing 
State employees. It is in deep trouble. 
Where California goes, because it is 
such a big part of the economic infra-
structure of this Nation, affects other 
States as well. 

I want to expand a bit as chairman of 
the Interior and Environment Sub-
committee of Appropriations because I 
am very concerned about what I be-
lieve has been insufficient funding for 
clean water and sewer projects. We put 
over 50 percent of our allocation into 
these projects. It wasn’t enough. We 
have a huge water infrastructure prob-
lem in America. Our sewer systems are 
deteriorating; they are old and they 
are broken. Each year, aging and over-
burdened sewer and storm water sys-
tems overflow; they break and release 
more than 860 billion gallons of par-
tially treated sewage into our rivers 
and streams, polluting them. Last 
year, contamination from these spills 
and overflows was the second leading 
cause of beach closings and water 
health advisories nationwide—more 
than 4,000 closings and advisories—and 
the problem is only getting worse. 

Investment in our Nation’s water 
systems has not kept pace with the 
population growth or sprawling devel-
opment. 

The Government Accountability Of-
fice and EPA report that the Nation 
faces a $300 billion to $500 billion water 
and wastewater funding gap over the 
next 20 years. So by investing now in 
needed water and wastewater infra-
structure, we can, in fact, create mil-
lions of jobs here at home and better 
protect human health. 

With this amendment, the total for 
the water and wastewater State revolv-
ing fund will be $13 billion, with $10 bil-
lion for wastewater projects and $3 bil-
lion for drinking water projects. As I 

said, the EPA, which oversees this Fed-
eral program, has indicated to us that 
they can move these additional dollars 
quickly. These funds will go directly to 
the States, which in turn make them 
available to local communities. Be-
cause the law is a revolving loan fund, 
there is language in this that effec-
tively makes these loans grants to 
States. The $6 billion currently in the 
bill will fund 1,290 wastewater projects 
and 769 drinking water projects. By in-
creasing this funding by $7 billion, for 
the total of $13 billion, this amendment 
would triple the number of wastewater 
projects to 3,226 and provide 30 percent 
more drinking water projects. 

The States will choose these projects 
based on their most urgent needs. Here 
are some of the projects that have been 
funded in the past through this pro-
gram: 

The aquifer in Rockland County, NY, 
was being polluted by sewer waste from 
septic tanks. The local sewer district 
used $80 million from the Clean Water 
State Revolving Fund to replace these 
septic systems with a new collection 
system and wastewater treatment 
plant. The county also installed ad-
vanced treatment technology to pro-
tect the millions of residents down-
stream of its facility. 

The town of Easton, MD, was flush-
ing huge nutrient loads into the Chesa-
peake Bay. It received a $20.5 million 
loan to expand its wastewater system 
to install enhanced nutrient-removal 
technologies and now exceeds Chesa-
peake Bay’s water quality goals. 

A subdivision with septic systems in 
Lexington County, SC, needed a con-
nection to the nearest town’s public 
sewer. The area septic systems had 
been improperly maintained and were 
in jeopardy of contaminating the 
groundwater. Thanks to funding from 
this program, it has a connection. 

In my State, Orange County is using 
$162.9 million to implement a ground 
water replenishment system, the larg-
est of its kind in the world. Highly 
treated wastewater will be pumped into 
basins, where it will percolate back 
into the ground. This project not only 
improves water quality but reliability 
and supply in an area facing long-term 
drought. 

This amendment, as I said, waives 
the State match requirement in an ef-
fort to maximize the use of the funds. 
This funding, which can be put to use 
immediately, will assist the munici-
palities of our Nation in upgrading 
their wastewater systems and ending 
the damage to our environment. But it 
is not only these benefits that speak to 
the merits of increasing this funding— 
and we could do more; we could do at 
least another $3 billion more under 
EPA’s ability to move the money. 

The U.S. Conference of Mayors esti-
mates that every dollar spent on 
wastewater infrastructure generates a 
return of $3 to $7 that flows back di-
rectly into the economy. The Com-
merce Department estimates that for 
each additional job created in the 

water and sewer industry, 3.68 jobs are 
created in all industries. So it has a 
ripple effect. 

The Association of State and Inter-
state Water Pollution Control Admin-
istrators indicates that nearly $20 bil-
lion of shovel-ready wastewater infra-
structure projects await financing 
today throughout the country. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, the 
problem I have with this package is 
that, in my view, it is heavy on tax 
cuts which go right to the bottom line 
of the deficit and the debt and will re-
duce allocations to appropriators to 
fund the next 2 years’ budgets, unless 
we drive this country deeper into debt 
and deficit. It is shy on the infrastruc-
ture, which is the stimulus projects. 

Let me make one other point on the 
change of America’s buying habits 
which I believe has taken place. If you 
look at people actually laid off from 
Caterpillar and you look at retail clo-
sures—the latest of which is Macy’s, as 
of last night, indicating that they are 
terminating 7,000 people from their 
jobs—you will see that people are buy-
ing less. It is reflected in automobile 
sales, it is reflected in tractor sales, 
and it is reflected in shopping and elec-
tronic equipment shopping. 

I believe the important thing of this 
package is to put people back to work. 
My State has 1.7 million people who 
are out of work. We need to do those 
things that are necessary, such as ex-
tend unemployment insurance, protect 
the safety net, and have a massive pro-
gram to rebuild what is a failing eco-
nomic infrastructure in this country, 
so that America can compete in this 
new millennium. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington is recognized. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to add as cospon-
sors Senators SCHUMER and BYRD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I 
thank Senator FEINSTEIN for her co-
sponsorship and working with me and 
the chairman on including this amend-
ment that would provide 655,000 jobs. 

I heard the Senator from Iowa earlier 
talking about providing or increasing 
Government jobs. I would let our col-
leagues know that this amendment be-
fore us is about private construction 
jobs. 

In fact, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD a letter 
from AGC of America, Associated Gen-
eral Contractors, as well as a letter 
from FasterBetterSafer, Americans for 
Transportation Mobility, which rep-
resents the American Public Transpor-
tation Association, the American Road 
and Transportation Builders Associa-
tion, the Associated Equipment Dis-
tributors, the Association of Equip-
ment Manufacturers, the Associated 
General Contractors, the American So-
ciety of Civil Engineers, the Inter-
national Union of Operating Engineers, 
the Laborers International Union of 
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North America, the National Asphalt 
Pavement Association, the National 
Stone, Sand, and Gravel Association, 
the United Brotherhood of Carpenters 
and Joiners of America, and the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce, in support of 
this amendment. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE ASSOCIATED GENERAL 
CONTRACTORS OF AMERICA, 
Arlington, VA, February 2, 2009. 

Re: Support Murray/Feinstein Amendment. 

Hon. HARRY REID, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR REID: The Associated Gen-

eral Contractors of America urges you to 
support the Murray/Feinstein amendment to 
the American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act of 2009. The amendment will provide ad-
ditional funding to critical surface transpor-
tation and water infrastructure projects 
across the country. 

Construction employment has tumbled by 
899,000, or 11.6 percent, since peaking in Sep-
tember, 2006. Unfortunately because of dwin-
dling public and private funding more than a 
million more good workers could face layoffs 
in 2009 without significant construction 
stimulus. 

Providing a significant investment in fund-
ing for construction projects would help ad-
dress our nation’s infrastructure investment 
gap and create good jobs in communities 
across America. AGC estimates that, an ad-
ditional $1 billion of investment in nonresi-
dential construction supports or creates 
28,500 jobs. More than half of the gain would 
impact non construction elements of our 
economy, as workers and owners in the con-
struction and supplier industries spend their 
added income on a wide range of goods and 
services. 

We estimate that the American Recovery 
and Reinvestment Act would create or sup-
port more than 1.85 million new jobs between 
now and the end of 2010, including over 
620,000 construction jobs, 300,000 jobs in sup-
plying industries and 930,000 jobs throughout 
the broader economy. 

The construction industry stands ready to 
participate in the economic recovery 
spawned by the American Recovery and Re-
investment Act of 2009. Thousands of AGC 
members across the country have expressed 
their personal commitment to putting this 
funding to use quickly. Please support the 
Murray/Feinstein amendment. 

Sincerely, 
JEFFREY D. SHOAF, 

Senior Executive Director, 
Government and Public Affairs. 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
February 2, 2009. 

TO THE MEMBERS OF THE U.S. SENATE: The 
Americans for Transportation Mobility 
(ATM) Coalition strongly supports the inclu-
sion of funding for highways and public 
transportation in S. 336, the ‘‘American Re-
covery and Reinvestment Act of 2009,’’ and 
urges the Senate to increase funding levels 
for highways and public transportation to at 
least the levels provided in H.R. 1, the 
House-passed version of this legislation. 

Preserving and creating jobs through high-
way and public transportation infrastructure 
investment is a key element of this eco-
nomic recovery package. The investments in 
near-term transportation projects supported 
by this legislation would protect and create 
jobs to support broad recovery and address 
particularly hard hit sectors like construc-
tion. Transportation spending also results in 

long-term economic benefits: transportation 
infrastructure plays a critical role sup-
porting the nation’s economy by facilitating 
safe, efficient, and reliable movement of peo-
ple and goods. 

The recovery package is an important step 
toward renewing highway and transit infra-
structure, but it is only a beginning. The 
ATM Coalition looks forward to working 
with the Senate in the coming months on re-
authorization of the Safe, Accountable, 
Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity 
Act—A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA–LU), 
which must build on the investment in the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
by providing the policy and programmatic 
reforms as well as long-term funding needed 
for highways and public transportation. 

ATM urges you to increase funding for 
highways and public transportation invest-
ments in S. 336 to at least the House-passed 
levels. 

Sincerely, 
AMERICANS FOR TRANSPORTATION MOBILITY. 

ATM Management Committee Members: 
American Public Transportation Associa-
tion, American Road and Transportation 
Builders Association, Associated Equipment 
Distributors, Association of Equipment Man-
ufacturers, Associated General Contractors, 
American Society of Civil Engineers, Inter-
national Union of Operating Engineers, La-
borers International Union of North Amer-
ica, National Asphalt Pavement Association, 
National Stone, Sand, and Gravel Associa-
tion, United Brotherhood of Carpenters and 
Joiners of America, U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, the 
point is these are private sector jobs. 
In fact, less than 1 percent of these will 
go to Government jobs, and those jobs 
will be oversight and accountability to 
make sure our taxpayer dollars are 
spent wisely. 

I look forward to having a vote on 
this amendment as soon as our chair-
man determines the time. I ask our 
Senate colleagues to join us in making 
sure we create the kind of investment, 
infrastructure, job creation that we 
have told America about, and we know 
will get us back on our feet. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ap-
plaud the Senator from Washington in 
bringing this point to the attention of 
the American people, as I have been 
trying to do, that in this stimulus 
bill—and the same is true on the House 
side—there is far too little construc-
tion, far too little jobs. 

I found it very difficult to believe 
that in the bill that came over from 
the other side there was only some $30 
billion. I can share now, because it has 
been public, that 8 days ago on Mon-
day, President Obama addressed our 
conference. During that conference, we 
talked about the stimulus bill. He was 
very generous with his time. In fact, he 
was there for an entire hour. I said: It 
is inconceivable to me—and here we 
were talking about the bill that was 
being considered on the other side— 
that with some $800 billion or $900 bil-
lion—that is without interest—it is 
going to be over $1 trillion when you 
add interest—but with those amounts, 
you only have $30 billion of roads and 
highways. 

Quite frankly, President Obama was 
not sure my statement was accurate, 
and he asked Larry Summers, who was 
in the meeting. We were all a little bit 
confused about that, except I wasn’t 
because very specifically it said $30 bil-
lion on roads and highways. 

To be fair, there is another $19 billion 
in water projects. Infrastructure was a 
little higher than that. My concern is 
roads and highways. 

The reason I am concerned is that we 
went through the 2005 Transportation 
reauthorization bill. At that time, Re-
publicans were in the majority, so I 
was taking the lead on passage of that 
bill. I had the support of the ranking 
member at that time, who was Senator 
BOXER from California. We worked 
closely together on that bill. We actu-
ally were increasing all we could as 
time went by because the idea of fund-
ing infrastructure and funding roads 
and highways has a history to it. 

When I was first elected, every year 
we had huge surpluses in the highway 
trust fund. That is probably the most 
popular tax out there. With the high-
way trust fund, people know or they 
believe that money is going to be used 
to increase capacity and increase the 
condition, the repairs, the maintenance 
of the transportation system we have 
now. 

Senator BOXER and I worked together 
on that bill to do all we could to en-
hance it, to raise the amounts because 
even as large as that bill was, that did 
not even maintain what we have today. 

Over the years, as people saw the sur-
pluses in the highway trust fund, their 
tendency, as is always the tendency 
around this place, was let’s grab it and 
put it into something else. We started 
having hiking trails, we started having 
other elements of transportation, over 
and above roads and highways, bridges 
and maintenance. Those are the things 
that originally the highway trust fund, 
way back in the early fifties, was there 
for. That is what was established back 
in the Eisenhower administration. 

We have gone over the years, and this 
took a turnaround a few years ago with 
so many people loading on to the high-
way trust fund and less and less was 
used for maintenance and expansion of 
our highway system. We got into the 
position where in 1998, during the Clin-
ton administration, he witnessed the 
very large surplus that was in the high-
way trust fund. He took it and put it 
into the general fund. The total 
amount was $9 billion. That was some-
thing to which I was very much op-
posed because I thought of that as a 
moral issue. The people of this country 
were led to believe that if they paid for 
gas at the pump, that money was going 
to enhance our highway system. That 
used to be the situation. Anyway, we 
were able to successfully remove that 
and bring that back into the highway 
trust fund a matter of a few weeks ago. 
We improved that a little bit. Still, we 
have a deficit that cannot do the job 
the American people expect. 

I am considered by some of the rating 
organizations to be one of the most 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 02:42 Feb 04, 2009 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00011 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G03FE6.014 S03FEPT1w
w

oo
ds

2 
on

 P
R

O
D

P
C

68
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1382 February 3, 2009 
conservative Members of the Senate. 
Yet I am a big spender in some areas— 
national defense, infrastructure. That 
is what we are supposed to be doing, 
and we have these opportunities to do 
it. 

As I said, I applaud the Senator from 
Washington for recognizing the need to 
increase the amount of money for 
roads and highways. 

During the reauthorization bill of 
2005, we talked about what our needs 
were. We happen to have a guy in the 
State of Oklahoma, a guy named Gary 
Ridley, the best highway director any-
where in the United States. What he 
has done is put together what do we 
have in the State of Oklahoma that is 
spade-ready to employ people tomor-
row if we are able to have enough 
money to take care of some of the 
things that are already authorized; we 
don’t have to go through the environ-
mental impact statements and other 
statements. This is all ready to go. 

For that reason, I thought if this job 
stimulus bill is going to do something 
to stimulate the economy, it is going 
to have to hire people. To hire people, 
you are going to have to get a much 
larger percentage. 

Getting back to 8 days ago when 
President Obama was before the Repub-
licans, at that time I said: If I am right 
and you are wrong in terms of the fact 
that you only have 3.5 percent of the 
total amount of money that will go to 
roads and highways, would you be will-
ing to raise that to some 10 percent? I 
am not sure the answer was very clear, 
but nonetheless, it is something that is 
very reasonable to make as a request. 

I have one problem with the Murray 
bill. First, I agree that we need to have 
a larger percentage of the money going 
into roads and highways. But I think 
we also need a little bit of truth in ad-
vertising. If we are going to call this 
package a stimulus bill, then we need 
to direct the resources to the programs 
that have demonstrated the ability to 
create jobs immediately. However, 
merely adding the total number, as 
this amendment does, without giving 
priority to programs that are truly 
stimulative is perhaps not all that re-
sponsible. 

In addition, the major problem I have 
is that the stimulus needs to be offset. 
You cannot tell me, if we are looking 
at $900 billion out there, we cannot find 
something to offset in order to take 
care of the immediate problems we 
have in this country in terms of our in-
frastructure. 

I do not see the Senator from Wash-
ington on the floor now, but I would 
ask her—and I asked her a few minutes 
ago—if she was willing to offset this 
money. I believe her response was not 
at the present time. So if it changes as 
this develops, then perhaps I will 
change. 

I will say this: If you are not going to 
be able to offset this amount, then I 
certainly would oppose this amend-
ment. There will be lots of opportuni-
ties to increase the infrastructure in-

vestment over the next few days that 
do not add to the size of the bill. We 
cannot add to the size of this bill. 

To me, the whole idea—well, the 
amount is inconceivable to most peo-
ple, most thinking people, in America, 
and it cannot be increased. 

We have numerous opportunities. We 
have the Boxer-Bond amendment to in-
crease highway investment by $5.5 bil-
lion. It is fully offset. I strongly sup-
port Senator BOXER and Senator BOND 
in this effort. The program they elimi-
nate is a discretionary program that 
would not even select projects for an 
entire year. 

Then the program provides an addi-
tional 3 years to finish the project. 
That makes sense to me. My chairman, 
Senator BOXER, and I as the ranking 
member of Environment and Public 
Works Committee, go along with a bi-
partisan group of colleagues who will 
have a second amendment to add $50 
billion to highway transit and clean 
drinking water. This amendment would 
take funds not obligated within a year 
up to $50 billion from programs in the 
stimulus that are not spending and re-
direct them to infrastructure projects 
that are ready to have a contract 
awarded within 120 days after receiving 
the funding. That is what we call a 
stimulus. That puts people to work in 
jobs. And it doesn’t add to the cost of 
the bill. 

Those are two opportunities coming 
up; we will have to get this done. It 
also moves the money from programs 
that are not stimulating the economy, 
which I think is a good idea. 

I at this time urge my colleagues to 
oppose the Murray amendment even 
though I agree with what she is trying 
to do. I want to have this offset. We 
have these two opportunities that I 
mentioned coming up where we will 
have the opportunity to accomplish the 
same objective and have them offset. 

Frankly, the amount she is talking 
about is not as much as I would like. I 
would like it to be an additional $50 
billion which we will be talking about 
in another amendment coming up. 

Since it is not going to be offset, I 
make a point of order against the Mur-
ray amendment’s emergency spending 
designation under 204(a)5A of S. Con. 
Res. 21 of the 110th Congress. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Senator 
INOUYE be able to make a UC and then 
I be granted the floor to speak in favor 
of the Murray amendment and for the 
waiver she will need. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Hawaii is recog-

nized. 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that at 12:20 p.m. 
today, the Senate proceed to vote in re-
lation to the Murray-Feinstein-Specter 
and others amendment No. 110 and that 

time until then be equally divided and 
controlled in the usual form; that if a 
budget point of order is raised against 
the amendment, that a motion to 
waive the relevant point of order be 
considered as made; and that no 
amendments be in order to the amend-
ment prior to a vote in relation there-
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. THUNE. Reserving the right to 
object, can I clarify exactly then what 
the UC is? The Senator from Hawaii 
would have an opportunity to respond 
and offer a unanimous consent request, 
and then the Senator from California 
would have how much time? 

Mrs. BOXER. I have not asked for a 
specific time. I would take 15 minutes. 

Mr. THUNE. I was hoping I would 
have an opportunity to make some re-
marks before the vote. The vote is 
going to occur at 12:20. Very good. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from California is recog-
nized. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I rise as 
the chairman of the Environment and 
Public Works Committee in favor of 
the Murray-Feinstein amendment, and 
I hope we will vote to waive this budg-
et point of order. I want to tell you 
why. 

Senator INHOFE is correct that I will 
be working with him very proudly on a 
couple of amendments which will all be 
offset. But in general, we are in such a 
crisis in this country that we need to 
look at three things in this package: 
jobs, jobs, jobs. This package falls 
short. Once we get to the conference, I 
think some things will fall away. I do. 
But we need to boost the spending, it 
seems to me, on the most efficient pro-
grams that create jobs, and not just 
any type of job but good jobs—jobs in 
the construction industry where we 
have seen devastation hit our families. 

In my State of California, we have a 
9.2-percent unemployment rate. Let me 
reiterate. In my State of California, we 
have a 9.2-percent unemployment rate. 
Were it not for our environmental laws 
which are putting people to work, put-
ting solar rooftops on and the rest, I 
hate to think of where we would be be-
cause housing construction has lit-
erally stopped in its tracks. 

The importance of the Murray-Fein-
stein amendment is this: jobs, jobs, 
jobs. That is what the people want us 
to invest in. We know very well that 
when we invest money in the type of 
infrastructure we are talking about— 
highways, water systems, sewer sys-
tems—the jobs come along with it. 

We also know a lot of our physical in-
frastructure is failing. We can never 
get out of our minds the tragic collapse 
of the bridge in Minnesota. And when 
we look at the condition of our bridges 
across this great Nation of ours, we 
find there are way too many—maybe a 
quarter of them—in need of repair. So 
when we talk about this amendment, 
we are talking about adding funding 
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for roads, for bridges, for transit, for 
rail, for ports, for drinking and waste-
water infrastructure, which are the 
most efficient job creators. 

I think it is fair to ask, are our 
States and localities ready to spend 
these dollars or will they go there only 
to sit? The answer is, our States are 
more than ready. According to the U.S. 
Department of Transportation, the 
backlog of needed improvements to 
simply maintain the current bridge and 
highway network is $495 billion. That 
is the backlog. This amendment is $25 
billion, and as I understand it, that is 
being added to $27 billion. So we are at 
least adding more funding that is real. 

To me, it is not enough. That is why 
Senator INHOFE and I are going to have 
an amendment that says if the rest of 
the funds in this bill are not com-
mitted by a time certain, we are going 
to put up to $50 billion more into these 
accounts. I hope that passes, but this is 
a very important amendment. I hope 
we will pass it on a bipartisan vote, but 
the first step is to allow the budget act 
to be waived. 

The Department of Transportation 
also told us something else. They said 
that for every $1 billion invested in 
highways and bridges at the Federal 
level—and if that funding is matched— 
we could create and maintain 34,800 
jobs. That is 34,800 jobs for $1 billion in-
vested at the Federal level. I want to 
sort of shake my friends, in a nice way, 
and remind them that a million jobs 
were lost in this great Nation in the 
last couple of months—a half million in 
December and a half million in Janu-
ary. By the way, a half million also in 
November. I want you to think about 
your States and how many families 
that is. The number of jobs that have 
been lost is bigger than some States— 
bigger than some States. Close your 
eyes and imagine the whole State of 
Delaware with every person unem-
ployed. That is what has happened so 
far, and worse. 

We need to get ahead of ourselves 
here. What worries me about the Sen-
ate is that we are kind of chasing after 
this tiger called recession. It took the 
Bush administration forever to call it a 
recession. Then they finally called it a 
recession and said, well, hopefully, we 
will get over it quickly. But we keep 
chasing it, trying to grab it by the tail. 
We have to get in front of this reces-
sion or it will become a depression. 
You get in front of it by doing the 
things you know will create jobs. 

Now, is every single item in this bill 
something I support? No. But I support 
the infrastructure part, I support the 
help to the energy sector so we can get 
off foreign oil, I support building a 
smart grid, I support making sure peo-
ple who are long-term unemployed get 
the chance to feed their families, and I 
support doing more about housing. But 
I surely know this, as chairman of the 
Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee, a dollar invested in the phys-
ical infrastructure, in rebuilding it, is 
a dollar that will create jobs—thou-

sands and thousands and thousands of 
jobs. This amendment is a good amend-
ment. It doesn’t overreach. It under-
reaches. But it is a start. 

The next question might be: Well, 
Senator, I agree with you that this in-
vestment will create jobs, but have the 
States identified projects that will 
qualify? The State departments of 
transportation, according to the Amer-
ican Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials, have identi-
fied over 5,000 projects of over $64 bil-
lion in value which could create nearly 
1.8 million jobs. We could restore the 
jobs that have been lost in the last 2 
months with this amendment. Our 
committee, the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works—and I have my 
good staff here—has surveyed many of 
these States and we have determined 
these projects are shovel ready. 

So let me say it again: $64 billion of 
shovel-ready projects, ready to go—1.8 
million jobs. And the underlying bill 
falls short. The underlying bill falls 
short. If we pass the Murray-Feinstein- 
Boxer, et cetera, amendment, we will 
in fact move toward equaling that 
shovel-ready number we have. 

The American Public Transportation 
Association tells us that States have 
identified 787 ready-to-go public transit 
projects totaling $15.9 billion that 
would sustain thousands of jobs. The 
U.S. Conference of Mayors tells us 
there is a total of 15,000 ready-to-go in-
frastructure projects in 641 cities. So 
you have the States telling us they are 
ready, you have the transit districts 
saying they are ready, and you have 
the U.S. Conference of Mayors saying 
they are ready. And when I look at the 
underlying bill, I believe it didn’t fund 
these projects to the tune they should 
have. 

This amendment also increases in-
vestments in drinking water and 
wastewater infrastructure. We are so 
far behind on those programs. If our 
kids can’t drink the water, that is 
trouble. We need to make sure the 
drinking water is safe. If we have a 
sewer spill, that is a disaster. We need 
to get out ahead of that. A recent EPA 
study—and, Mr. President, you will be 
interested in this—found that failure 
to increase investment in water and 
wastewater infrastructure could result 
in a $500 billion water infrastructure 
gap in the next 20 years. That EPA 
study was done under George Bush. 
Okay, George Bush’s EPA told us we 
could have an infrastructure gap of $500 
billion in the next 20 years. So let’s in-
vest in water infrastructure. It will re-
place aging water pipes, expand treat-
ment facilities, reduce pollution flow-
ing into our Nation’s rivers and 
streams and allow for implementation 
of projects to improve water efficiency. 

The Murray-Feinstein amendment, 
my friends, is critical. We don’t do 
enough in the underlying bill. And for 
those who worry about an offset, we 
will find those in conference. We are 
going to keep this bill where President 
Obama wants it. We know that. But 

let’s walk down the bipartisan lane on 
this one. We all know our States and 
our localities are crying out. We all 
know our people are hurting because 
they are not working. With this 
amendment, we create jobs in areas 
that we have to pay attention to any-
way. Are we going to wait for our sew-
ers to overflow into the streets? Are we 
going to wait for more bridges to col-
lapse? I say that is ridiculous. You 
can’t be a great economy when bridges 
are collapsing all around you, and our 
bridges are in trouble. 

So to say you won’t vote for this 
amendment because it is $25 billion in 
an $800-plus billion, almost $900-plus 
billion bill, is shortsighted. I commit 
to working with my friends on the 
other side to find the offsets in this 
bill. It is not going to be that hard. I 
agree with Senator INHOFE, they are 
not in this bill, but we can work to get 
some offsets in the conference. 

Local people are saying to us, please, 
Senators, do something to help us get 
out there, spend the money on these 
shovel-ready projects—the highways, 
the bridges, the transit systems, the 
sewer systems, the safe drinking water 
issues. Help us do it. We can make this 
a far better bill. Private industry 
wants this, and these are private sector 
jobs. These are contracts that will be 
let for local contractors, small busi-
ness, big business, union members, and 
nonunion members. This is what we 
should be doing in this bill. 

I signed a letter with Chairman BAU-
CUS on this very topic and, guess what, 
Senator INHOFE signed it, Senator BOND 
signed it, and we said we need to do 
more building of the infrastructure of 
our great country. The unemployment 
rate for construction workers is double 
the national unemployment rate. Lis-
ten to this: The unemployment rate for 
construction workers is 15.3 percent— 
15.3 percent in December—compared to 
a 7.1-percent national unemployment. 
There are plenty of workers available. 
They are ready and they are excited to 
get to work. They have to support their 
families. They are suffering, they are 
worried, and they do not want to be on 
the Federal dole. They do not want to 
get food stamps. They do not want it. 
They want to work. They want to 
work. 

This is an important test of whether 
the Senate has a heart, frankly, and a 
brain, because I think this is where 
your brain and your heart come to-
gether with a yes vote. Because with 
our heart we know people are suffering. 
With our heart we know construction 
workers are suffering. With our brain 
we know that when they go to work 
and they pay taxes, we all benefit. 
With our brain we know when we re-
build the physical infrastructure our 
country is stronger and we set the 
predicate for a very strong economic 
recovery into the future. 

So I feel very strongly, as I am sure 
you can tell from the sound of my 
voice. I just hope we don’t have a par-
tisan vote. I think this is one where we 
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should come together. We will find new 
offsets. President Obama is going to 
have a cap. He is going to say we don’t 
want to spend more than X. We will 
make this work, but let’s have a good 
vote on this motion to waive the budg-
et act. I think our country will be bet-
ter for it, and the people out there who 
are watching this debate will feel good 
that we know our construction workers 
are suffering and our construction 
companies are suffering, and this would 
go a long way to boost their con-
fidence. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana is recognized. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I under-

stand the Senator from South Dakota 
wants to speak for 15 minutes. I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Michigan, notwithstanding the 
pending unanimous consent request, be 
allowed to speak for 5 minutes fol-
lowing Senator THUNE of South Da-
kota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from South Dakota is 

recognized. 
Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, this is a 

very important debate for the Amer-
ican people. We have an economy that 
is struggling, we have a lot of people 
who are hurting, and I think in the 
context of that debate, it is very im-
portant that we remember these dol-
lars we are spending are the American 
people’s dollars. Yes, we want to be 
able to respond to the economic crisis 
the country is experiencing in a way 
that allows people to spend more 
money, that gets more money back 
into the hands of the American people, 
that will help grow the economy and 
create jobs, and provide the necessary 
incentives for small businesses to in-
vest, but I think it is important at the 
outset of the debate that we give seri-
ous consideration and thought to what 
we are doing here and what we are 
talking about in terms of the dimen-
sions and the scale of what we are talk-
ing about. 

When we throw around numbers here 
in Washington, DC, when we talk in 
millions and we talk in billions, and in 
this case a trillion dollars, we treat it 
as if it is something abstract. I think it 
is sometimes important to boil it down 
so that we put in perspective the di-
mension, the scale, the scope, and the 
size of what is being talked about this 
week on the floor of the Senate. 

I want to put up a chart that illus-
trates that very point. Imagine think-
ing about a trillion dollars, and putting 
it back to back or if you put a bunch of 
hundred dollar bills back to back on 
top of each other and asking people 
around the country how high that 
stack would go. 

I am sure you would get a lot of vary-
ing answers. You would probably have 
some people say it might go 300 yards 
into the air. Some people might say: 
Well, it might go 5 miles into the air. 

But the reality is, if you took hundred- 
dollar bills and stacked them on top of 
each other, you would have a stack 
that goes 689 miles high, back to back 
to back. That is hundred-dollar bills. 
We are not talking about dollar bills, 
we are talking about hundred-dollar 
bills. 

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield 
for a question on this point? 

Mr. THUNE. I would say to the Sen-
ator, through the Chair, the Senator 
from California just had an oppor-
tunity. I would like to finish my re-
marks. Then I would be happy to yield. 

Mrs. BOXER. Thank you. I will stay 
on the floor. 

Mr. THUNE. The point I am making 
is, you have to sometimes illustrate 
this in a sometimes very graphic way 
to help us understand what we are 
talking about. So I would make my 
point simply again: Hundred-dollar 
bills stacked back to back to back, if 
you stacked them on top of each other, 
would equal 689 miles. 

Now, another way of looking at this 
is, if you took hundred-dollar bills and 
wrapped them around the Earth at the 
Equator, in other words, you took hun-
dred-dollar bills, not stack them on top 
of each other but wrap them side by 
side all the way around the Earth, if 
you can believe this, it would go 
around the Earth almost 39 times. That 
is 969,000 miles of hundred-dollar bills 
that would go around the Earth if you 
took a trillion dollars and broke it 
down that way. 

That very simply puts into perspec-
tive what it is we are talking about. 
Someone else has described it this way: 
If you started spending a million dol-
lars a day on the day Christ was born, 
and you spent a million dollars every 
single day up until today, you still 
would not have spent a trillion. That is 
the dimension of what we are talking 
about. 

I remember when I was in business 
school, we had our little business ana-
lyst calculators that we used to do fi-
nancial calculations. You could not 
even get to this. You could not even 
get to a trillion dollars on calculators 
back at that time. I hope, today, for 
purposes of doing economic calcula-
tions, because of the scale we are talk-
ing about, these calculators go that 
far. 

But my point is, this is an enormous 
amount of money, an enormous 
amount of money. We are talking 
about $1.26 trillion of our children’s 
and grandchildren’s money over the 
next 10 years. I think there is a basic 
principle that all Members of the Sen-
ate should consider when we are spend-
ing our fellow citizens’ hard-earned 
dollars. That principle is this: We 
should not spend money we do not have 
on things we do not need. Let me say 
that again. We should not spend money 
we do not have on things we do not 
need. 

Families and business owners under-
stand this principle. Unfortunately, it 
is a principle that has been lost and es-

caped our colleagues on the other side 
who have drafted this 700-page, trillion- 
dollar spending bill, which is filled 
with lots of Government spending that 
I think most Americans would charac-
terize as wasteful. I am not saying all 
Government spending is bad. Govern-
ment spending, if it is properly focused 
and highly scrutinized, may have some 
countercyclical impact. One example of 
that would be infrastructure spending 
that we use to improve our roads and 
bridges and provide access to clean 
drinking water, that can provide jobs 
in the short term, and can create eco-
nomic opportunity in the long term. 

The problem we have is this bill is 
laden with unfocused, unnecessary, and 
wasteful spending. Now, the stated goal 
of a stimulus proposal, as stated by, I 
think, Larry Summers earlier this 
year, was it should be timely, tem-
porary, and targeted. I may not be say-
ing these in the right order but basi-
cally timely, temporary, and targeted, 
basically three criteria, three metrics 
by which we would measure a stimulus 
proposal and whether it is effective and 
whether it works. 

I would argue this particular bill is 
none of the above. It is slow, it is 
unfocused, and it is unending. It makes 
commitments way beyond the 1-year, 
2-year window that we are talking 
about if we want to have an impact and 
create jobs with stimulus. 

So even with a price tag that is 
greater than any previous stimulus 
package in the history of our country, 
the majority of the spending in this 
bill is not focused on job creation and 
fails to meet the job creation goals our 
President called for and I think the 
American public expects. 

With record deficits in the near term, 
this bill, as drafted, is a mistake that 
I do not believe we can afford to make. 
According to the Congressional Budget 
Office, we have a $1.2 trillion deficit in 
fiscal year 2009, before any financial 
stabilization or stimulus measures are 
passed by this Congress. 

Now, again, we are going to spend $1 
trillion. I would point out what $1 tril-
lion means. If you took hundred-dollar 
bills, you put them side by side, 969,000 
miles, and that is the amount we are 
talking about spending. It is also the 
amount of the deficit in this particular 
fiscal year, fiscal year 2009. That is be-
fore, as I said before, any financial sta-
bilization or stimulus measures are 
passed by this Congress. Frankly, we 
expect other requests to come forward 
in the area of financial stabilization. 

To put the $1.2 trillion deficit into 
perspective, that is roughly triple the 
previous record of $455 billion that the 
deficit came to in fiscal year 2008. So it 
is important to note that already this 
deficit in fiscal year 2009 will exceed by 
almost three times the deficit in the 
year 2008. It is going to be over $1 tril-
lion before we do any of these other 
things. 

It is also important to note that the 
Congress, not the executive branch, has 
the constitutional authority to raise 
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and to spend revenue; that is, the 
power of the purse, by our Constitu-
tion, falls to Congress. So if we are 
looking for a scapegoat in this whole 
fiscal imbalance, we need to look no 
further than the Halls of Congress. 

In fact, in the last couple years—the 
Democrats regained the Congress back 
in 2007, the Federal deficit has 
ballooned from $160 billion or 1.2 per-
cent of our gross domestic product in 
2007 to over $1 trillion or 8.3 percent of 
our gross domestic product this year, 
in fiscal year 2009. 

Now, if we include just the additional 
spending for this proposal before us, 
the 2009 projected deficit, I am talking 
about now stimulus and the deficit as I 
mentioned earlier that is already pro-
jected for 2009, it would increase to 
$1.43 trillion, almost $1.5 trillion, in 
deficits or, put another way, about 10 
percent of our gross domestic product. 

I have to remind my colleagues that 
we are still very early in the year. We 
have almost 9 months left in this fiscal 
year to spend even more of our chil-
dren’s and grandchildren’s tax dollars. 
The Congress is soon going to consider 
an omnibus spending bill for the re-
mainder of 2009. 

We also will have to consider a war 
supplemental bill and the potential of 
additional bailouts for the financial 
sector and we are told that request 
may be coming as early as next week. 

Without a question, we are going to 
end 2009 in perhaps the worst financial 
condition the Nation has ever seen. In 
fact, the last time we had a single-year 
deficit that the GDP ratio was over 8 
percent was the year 1945, during the 
height of World War II. 

Now, for comparative purposes, the 
European Union, the Federal deficit 
there that we have this year of 10 per-
cent, if you add the stimulus in, would 
not even be good enough to get into the 
European Union. According to Euro-
pean Union rules, member nations have 
to have a budget deficit of 3 percent or 
less. Our Federal deficit this year will 
be three times higher than the max-
imum threshold to get into the Euro-
pean Union. 

Of course, European countries are 
also dealing with the same 
contractionary forces that we are deal-
ing with in this country, which are 
driving up their collective deficit to 
GDP ratios to record highs. But even 
with those factors and influences in 
those economies, the Euro zone’s col-
lected deficits will only reach 4.7 per-
cent in 2009. That is 4.7 percent of their 
gross domestic product, which will be 
less than half the U.S. total. 

When you talk about being faced 
with such unsustainable deficits, Con-
gress, I would argue, has to carefully 
analyze any and all deficit spending. 
Any additional Government programs 
that are financed with more deficit 
spending need to meet the highest 
standards of job creation and return on 
taxpayer investment. 

Unfortunately, the spending bill we 
have before us contains a long list of 

Government programs that fail to meet 
that standard. I can start to go down 
the list—I will not go through the en-
tire list because it would take too 
long—$1 billion for the Census; $20 bil-
lion for the removal of small- to me-
dium-sized fish passage barriers; $400 
million for STD prevention; $25 million 
to rehabilitate ATV or recreational ve-
hicle trails; $34 million to remodel the 
Department of Commerce headquarters 
in Washington, DC; $70 million to sup-
port supercomputer activities for cli-
mate research; $208 million for discon-
nected youth; $1.2 billion for summer 
employment; $246 million in tax breaks 
for Hollywood filmmakers; $6 billion so 
bureaucrats in Washington can enjoy 
the benefits of green technology. 

I happen to be one who supports 
green technology. I think we ought to 
be moving in that direction. But we 
also have many opportunities, energy 
bills we have made on a regular basis 
around here, in order to engage in how 
we invest to be moving our country in 
a green direction. 

These programs do not create jobs. 
They hardly justify a $1.2 trillion debt 
on the shoulders of our children and 
grandchildren. 

So I would encourage my colleagues, 
as we go through the debate this week 
to scrutinize every line item in this 
700-page bill and ask themselves if 
these provisions will create jobs and 
justify making record deficits even 
worse. We should not spend money we 
do not have on things we do not need. 

Over the next few days, several 
amendments are going to be offered to 
strike or replace wasteful spending 
items in this bill. I would call on my 
colleagues to consider these amend-
ments with an open mind and a clear 
understanding of the dangerous con-
sequences of a trillion-dollar mistake. 
A trillion dollars is a terrible thing to 
waste. 

What we are talking about, as I men-
tioned in terms of the dimensions of 
this, if you look at hundred-dollar bills 
side by side, 38.9 times it goes around 
the Earth at the Equator. That is what 
I am talking about. 

Mrs. BOXER. Would the Senator 
yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California is recognized. 

Mrs. BOXER. I am astounded by this 
new-found fiscal responsibility I hear 
from the other side of the aisle. I wish 
to ask my friend a question: Do you 
know what the debt was when Bill 
Clinton left office and George Bush 
took over and there was a Republican 
Congress? Do you know what it was at 
that time? 

Mr. THUNE. I would say I am not 
sure I know the answer, but I am sure 
I am going to hear it. 

Mrs. BOXER. The debt was $5.7 tril-
lion when George Bush and the Repub-
licans took over. I will say to my 
friend, not to ask him a question, the 
debt today is $10.1 trillion; a doubling 
of the debt was brought to you cour-
tesy of the Republicans. 

Does my friend know—I am sure he 
does—that when Bill Clinton left of-
fice, we had a surplus in our budget. We 
not only did not have a deficit, we had 
a surplus. My friend knows what 
George Bush left us with—hundreds of 
billions of dollars, hundreds of billions 
of dollars of debt. 

So for him to stand up now that the 
people are suffering and struggling and 
they need jobs and become the Herbert 
Hoover of current day times, I think it 
is hurtful to the American people. I say 
to my friend: Why is it that my friend 
now is suddenly talking about debt and 
did not discuss it when the Republicans 
were in charge? 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from California for her 
question. I think we can all talk about 
what has come before, what has hap-
pened in the past. Frankly, there are 
lots of reasons why we are in the situa-
tion we are in. 

But I would remind my colleague 
from California that the President of 
the United States does not appropriate 
a single penny; that is done by the Con-
gress. That is done by the Congress. We 
in the Congress have created this prob-
lem. Now, arguably it has happened 
under Republican Congresses, it has 
happened under Democratic Con-
gresses. But the point is, we are here 
talking about spending an additional 
trillion dollars on the top of a historic 
amount of debt that we have in the 
country and deficits that this year are 
going to be $1.2 trillion. That is with-
out adding in the stimulus. That is 
without talking about the financial 
stabilization request that is going to 
come later. That is without the omni-
bus spending bill, which is for the first 
time, I might add, going to be over $1 
trillion, and that is without the supple-
mental bill that will be coming our 
way later this year. 

This Congress is talking about going 
on a spending spree that is unprece-
dented in American history. Yes, we 
can all point to the mistakes that were 
made in the past, but I am here to talk 
about today my concern for the future 
and what we are doing in the future, to 
future generations and our children 
and grandchildren, when we impose 
this kind of burden on them. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, may I 
have 60 seconds? 

Mrs. MURRAY. May I ask how much 
time is left on our side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
5 minutes allocated to the Senator 
from Michigan. That is all the remain-
ing time. 

Mrs. MURRAY. As the sponsor of the 
amendment, I ask unanimous consent 
for 30 seconds prior to the vote. 

Mrs. BOXER. And I ask unanimous 
consent to extend that for 11⁄2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. BOXER. I want to take 60 sec-
onds to respond to Senator THUNE. He 
says he doesn’t want to point fingers. 
He is pointing fingers all over the 
place. He says we are here today talk-
ing about a trillion dollars. Let me tell 
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my colleagues what we are talking 
about: the deepest recession since the 
Great Depression, jobs being lost at 
500,000 and 600,000 a month. All of a 
sudden some of our Republican friends 
have said: Whoops. Now that we can’t 
give tax breaks to the people who are 
earning over a million and now that 
the Iraq war is winding down, we are 
not that interested in spending money. 

Democrats, when we were in control, 
had our priorities straight. We said: 
Put families first. We balanced the 
budget, and we will do it again. But we 
must restore this economy. When I use 
the phrase ‘‘Herbert Hoover,’’ which 
has become kind of a symbol for doing 
nothing in the face of the middle class 
crumbling, I know what I am saying. I 
hope we will vote for the Murray 
amendment. It will create thousands of 
jobs. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mrs. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
commend Senator MURRAY for her 
amendment. I am proud to be a cospon-
sor, and I strongly support the motion 
to waive the Budget Act. When my 
friend from South Dakota said we 
should not spend money on things we 
don’t need, we need jobs. We need jobs, 
and that is exactly what this amend-
ment does. The additional resources in 
this amendment of $25 billion, accord-
ing to the normal formulas used, by my 
calculation would create over 1,187,500 
new, good-paying jobs. That is exactly 
what we need to do to get this economy 
going again. With all due respect to my 
colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle, the reality is, we have had 8 
years of their philosophy, 8 years of a 
philosophy focused on the supply side 
of supply and demand. Start at the top, 
it will trickle down. What has that got-
ten us? In the last year alone, what 
that has meant to us is 2,956,000 good- 
paying American jobs gone, in 1 year. 
Over the last 8 years in manufacturing, 
which is the backbone of the middle 
class, we have lost over 4.1 million 
manufacturing jobs. 

What this amendment is about, what 
this recovery plan is about, is changing 
the way we do business, changing pri-
orities, focusing on middle-class work-
ers, communities, folks working hard 
to stay in the middle class or get into 
the middle class, the people who need 
money in their pocket to buy things so 
we can have a strong economy again. 
We are talking about, in this proposal, 
creating jobs. That is what this is 
about. 

The philosophy that has been oper-
ating for the last 8 years has put us in 
a situation where we lost more jobs 
last year than any other time since 
1945: Eleven million people are out of 
work. Something has to change. 

I commend our committee chairmen 
for their leadership, Senators BAUCUS 
and INOUYE, and all of the good work 
that has gone into changing direction. 

The reality is, we are at a point in 
time where we have to focus on the 

folks who want a job, who want to go 
to work in the morning, to be able to 
pay the bills and keep the mortgage 
and put the kids in college and put food 
on the table. That is what this amend-
ment does. This is about rebuilding 
America. At the end of it, we as tax-
payers get something for it. We know a 
quarter of our bridges are in dangerous 
condition. We know we need to focus 
on roads and bridges and water and 
sewer systems, building 21st century 
schools for children, more focus on 
public transportation. We need to focus 
on creating good-paying jobs. That is 
what this amendment is all about. We 
have had enough of policies that only 
focused on a few. We have had enough 
of policies that asked the majority of 
Americans to sit and wait for some-
thing to trickle down to them and 
their families. This recovery plan re-
jects a philosophy that has not worked. 
Frankly, it is a philosophy that was re-
jected last November. People are say-
ing they want to change the focus. 

What have we done? We have put to-
gether a recovery plan that focuses on 
jobs and rebuilding America. That is 
what the Murray amendment does. We 
focus on green manufacturing and 
green technologies, which are so impor-
tant to our future, because as manufac-
turing was the backbone of the middle 
class for the last century, a green econ-
omy will build on manufacturing, will 
build on the middle class of the future. 
We have significant investments that 
move us in that direction, that not 
only make sure we are growing fuels 
and that we are operating in a more ef-
ficient manner, but that we are build-
ing the green technologies here so the 
jobs are here. That is what this is 
about. I believe strongly that we need 
to waive the Budget Act. We need to 
get on with the Murray amendment, 
because the bottom line of all of this is 
rebuilding the middle class. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 

the amendment we have before us is of 
critical importance. By adopting this 
infrastructure amendment, we will im-
prove this package by increasing its 
focus on repairing and upgrading our 
Nation’s infrastructure. The fact is, 
our Nation’s highways, bridges, and 
transit and water systems are just not 
keeping pace with our country’s needs. 

For our economy, our workers, and 
our future, we have to rebuild America. 
This amendment will instantly trans-
late into construction projects in com-
munities across our country and send a 
quick jolt through our economy. 

In all, this amendment will create 
655,000 new jobs. We cannot forget that 
unemployment in construction is high-
er than in any other sector. 

We know transportation investments 
are one of the most effective ways to 
grow our economy. For every dollar we 
invest in transportation, we get an im-
mediate $1.59 in return. 

But make no mistake—this amend-
ment is not just a short-term fix. It is 
a long-term investment that will pay 
off for our entire Nation. 

The truth is, as a Nation, we have ne-
glected our pressing infrastructure 
needs. More than 25 percent of our Na-
tion’s bridges are deficient. Let us not 
forget the catastrophic bridge collapse 
in Minneapolis just a year and a half 
ago. Gridlock on our highways means 
each commuter spends an average of 38 
hours a year sitting in traffic, burning 
26 gallons of gas while going nowhere. 
And travelers in many parts of our 
country are stuck in their cars simply 
because they don’t have the option to 
board a train. Our economy—the larg-
est in the world—still doesn’t have a 
world-class passenger rail system. 

This amendment will allow States to 
invest in highways, bridges, transit 
systems and expanded rail service. 

And it will put people back to work. 
Right now, families across our country 
are suffering. Every day more and more 
people join the unemployment line, a 
line that is right now 11 million people 
long. 

We have a tremendous opportunity 
before us to rebuild our infrastructure, 
reinvigorate our economy, and create 
jobs. 

We have a lot to do in the next week, 
and I hope we will meet our obligations 
and get the job done. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, this 
amendment directs $25 billion to a tar-
geted list of infrastructure programs, 
including highway, transit, and water 
and sewer programs. Adopting the 
amendment will make investments in 
our Nation’s physical infrastructure a 
clear focal point in the economic re-
covery bill. And it will create 654,818 
jobs. 

We have shovel-ready projects in 
every jurisdiction in my home State of 
Maryland. 

Let me take just a few minutes to ex-
plain how this amendment will benefit 
my State. It is a story that will be re-
peated across America. 

Transportation: 
The amendment calls for a $2 billion 

increase in transit grants for local 
communities, which will be allocated 
by well-established formula. This pro-
vision alone would increase Maryland’s 
share of transit funds by $35.8 million. 

Fixed guideway modernization fund-
ing will be increased by $2 billion as 
well, resulting in an $88 million boost 
for Maryland. Together these two tran-
sit provisions will provide nearly 3,000 
jobs in Maryland. 

The highway provisions in the bill 
will add $13 billion to repairing and im-
proving our network of roads. Mary-
land’s share will be $208 million, cre-
ating 5,580 jobs here in this state alone. 

Water: 
Drinking water: the amendment 

sends an additional $13.8 million for 
drinking water projects to Maryland to 
upgrade our aging drinking water fa-
cilities. 

Clean water: this amendment will 
send an additional $146.4 million into 
Maryland. We have over a billion dol-
lars in needs to repair and upgrade our 
sewer systems in Maryland. These ad-
ditional funds will protect Marylanders 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 02:42 Feb 04, 2009 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00016 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G03FE6.021 S03FEPT1w
w

oo
ds

2 
on

 P
R

O
D

P
C

68
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1387 February 3, 2009 
from the health effects associated with 
sewerage overflows. It will improve our 
water quality in rivers and streams 
across the State, including our na-
tional treasure, the Chesapeake Bay. 

Together the water infrastructure 
funds total an additional $160.2 million 
in Maryland that will create 6,270 jobs. 

This is an amendment that meets our 
critical infrastructure needs and cre-
ates jobs right away, giving our econ-
omy the stimulus it needs. 

But this is also an amendment that 
is temporary and targeted. We will get 
major infrastructure improvements 
that will last much longer than the 
funds themselves. These are invest-
ments roads, bridges, sewer systems, 
drinking water facilities—that typi-
cally last 30, 40 even 50 years. This is a 
smart investment in America’s future. 

I am proud to serve as an original co-
sponsor of this amendment, and I urge 
my colleagues to give it their enthusi-
astic support. This is an amendment 
that is an investment in America. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington, under a pre-
vious order, is recognized for 30 sec-
onds. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senators CARPER and TESTER 
be added as cosponsors of the amend-
ment, and I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senator from Pennsylvania be 
given 2 minutes prior to my closing re-
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I be-

lieve we do need a stimulus package. I 
have not had an opportunity to speak 
on the bill generally but will do so 
later today to express concerns I have 
about not following regular order in 
having hearings. But I understand the 
President is concerned about very 
prompt action. I support this amend-
ment for $25 billion in infrastructure. I 
believe the bill is too heavily weighted 
on items which ought to be in the 
budget process, very important items, 
but not in the stimulus package, and 
more heavily directed to infrastructure 
on projects which are shovel ready. 
This amendment is directed to that ob-
jective. Governor Rendell has assured 
me and the public that he can have 
highway jobs ready in 6 months, shovel 
ready to proceed. So I believe this is 
what the stimulus ought to be doing. 

I would have preferred to have seen 
an offset for this $25 billion. There are 
funds where it could have been offset; 
for example, in the State Stabilization 
Program, $79 billion, which is broad, 
wide-ranging discretion to the Gov-
ernors, which ought not to be a part of 
the stimulus package. We will have an 
opportunity in the balance of this bill 
to find the savings of this $25 billion. 
The overall bill ought to be less than 
the $819 billion passed by the House. 
But for the present time, I will vote to 
waive the budget, looking for an oppor-
tunity to find the $25 billion offset 
later and looking for other opportuni-

ties to have an effective stimulus 
which is not quite so expensive. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I 

thank my colleague from Pennsyl-
vania. I urge my colleagues to approve 
this $25 billion for the 655,000 jobs 
across the country to rebuild roads, 
bridges, sewers, and infrastructure. 
This amendment will put people to 
work, and it will get the country back 
to the point where we feel strong 
again. I have heard the arguments 
about offsets, and I know there are a 
number of Senators who are working to 
find agreement on how we can reduce 
the cost of the underlying bill. We will 
work with them. But let’s make sure 
we understand that infrastructure is a 
priority and approve this amendment. 

I ask for the yeas and nays on the 
motion to waive the Budget Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-
NEDY) is necessarily absent. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
New Hampshire (Mr. GREGG). 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 58, 
nays 39, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 33 Leg.] 
YEAS—58 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Begich 
Bennet 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Brown 
Burris 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Conrad 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Gillibrand 
Hagan 
Harkin 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kaufman 
Kerry 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Mikulski 
Murray 

Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Warner 
Webb 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—39 

Alexander 
Barrasso 
Bennett 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burr 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Collins 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Crapo 

DeMint 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Graham 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johanns 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lugar 

Martinez 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Risch 
Roberts 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Snowe 
Thune 
Vitter 
Voinovich 
Wicker 

NOT VOTING—2 

Gregg Kennedy 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 58, the nays are 39. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is rejected and 
the emergency designation is stricken. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mrs. BOXER. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

f 

RECESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until 2:15 p.m. today. 

Thereupon, at 12:55 p.m., the Senate 
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. CARPER). 

f 

AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REIN-
VESTMENT ACT OF 2009—Contin-
ued 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida is recognized. 

(The remarks of Mr. NELSON of Flor-
ida pertaining to the submission of S. 
Con. Res. 4 are located in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Submission of Concur-
rent and Senate Resolutions.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition? 

The Senator from Oklahoma is recog-
nized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 109 TO AMENDMENT NO. 98 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be set aside, and I call up 
an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN] 

proposes an amendment numbered 109. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 475, beginning on line 1, strike 

through page 477, line 17. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, we are 
in the midst of debating a ‘‘stimulus 
bill’’ that has been brought forth in the 
hopes of alleviating some of the eco-
nomic pain we have in this country. 

Principally, I object to many of the 
provisions in the bill because they are 
not stimulatory whatsoever. We all 
know that. We are going to add $1.2 
trillion to the debt and we are not fix-
ing the real problem this country is en-
countering, and that is the absolute 
collapse of the housing industry. We 
can spend all the money we want to 
spend on ‘‘stimulus’’ packages—which 
this one isn’t—and it is not going to do 
a thing, unless we fix housing and the 
liquidity crisis. 

I bring up this amendment because it 
shows how misaligned this bill is. This 
amendment seeks to eliminate a $246 
million earmark. It is nothing but 
that. It is a tax earmark for the movie 
industry. Let’s put the history out 
there. The movie industry today can 
take advantage and write off all of its 
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production costs and take an addi-
tional $15 million out of the taxpayers’ 
pocket for every movie they produce in 
this country, of which 75 percent of the 
expenses are actually incurred in this 
country. What we have added is an ear-
mark to markedly increase all movies 
produced in 2009, which is an additional 
$246 million. 

I am not against tax breaks that are 
general across the board and will be 
truly a stimulus, but this is a tax 
break earmark that has a tremendous 
odor to it. The odor is this: We already 
created tax breaks, starting in 2004, for 
the movie industry that are greater 
than we have for any other industry, 
and now we are going to add to it—at 
a time when Hollywood is at one of its 
zeniths of success. As a matter of fact, 
yesterday in USA Today is the head-
line: ‘‘Billion Dollar January is the 
Box Office’s Best in History.’’ 

They had the best January in their 
history—more profits, more revenue, a 
20-percent increase in ticket sales. Yet 
we are going to take a stimulus bill 
and add another quarter of a billion 
dollars to one of the few industries in 
our country that is faring well. 

To quote Rob Reiner, whom most 
people know—and I think this is prob-
ably disappointing to him—this is what 
he said when asked about Hollywood’s 
relationship with Washington, DC: 

We are a special interest group that 
doesn’t ask for anything, like earmarks, leg-
islation, or tax breaks. We are the one indus-
try that doesn’t ask for a quid pro quo. 

What have we done in this bill? We 
have sent a quarter of a billion dollars 
of our grandkids’ money to some of the 
most profitable businesses in this coun-
try, which at this point in time have 
not been impacted and don’t project to 
be impacted at all by the recession we 
are currently experiencing. 

This isn’t stimulus; this is a gift. It is 
not going to stimulate the economy at 
all. What it is going to do is line the 
pockets of very wealthy individuals 
who are already not experiencing the 
downside of the economy. What we 
should have instead is tax breaks that 
go across the board to every small 
business and to every large business. If 
it is written that way, I would not ob-
ject if Hollywood got some of the 
money. But we have singled out one in-
dustry to give them special treatment, 
when they already get special treat-
ment under the Tax Code. This is not 
an appropriations earmark, this is a 
Finance Committee earmark. The 
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee is on the floor as we speak. It is 
not aimed at him. 

How long are we going to continue to 
play this game? How long are we going 
to continue to confuse the American 
people about what we are doing? I want 
the American people to respect what 
we are doing in this body. When we do 
things such as this and sneak in a quar-
ter of a billion dollars for our friends, 
when they don’t need it, because we 
can, we demean this institution. But 
more importantly, we contribute to the 

undermining of confidence in this 
country, showing that we are not about 
the best interests of all Americans, but 
instead the best interests of the special 
interests that have effective lobbying 
that can get a quarter of a billion dol-
lars for this industry into a bill. 

I will come back later and talk on 
this again. I want the people in Amer-
ica to ask a simple question: Is this 
something we ought to be doing right 
now to help and heal America? Is it 
going to help people who are out of 
work? Is it going to help in terms of re-
starting the engine of consumer spend-
ing? Is it going to do the things we 
need to do to make a difference in our 
economic situation in the world today? 
The answer, on this special interest 
earmark, is absolutely not. What we 
are going to do is benefit those who are 
doing the best in the economy today, 
not those who are doing the worst. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

seeks recognition? 
The Senator from North Dakota is 

recognized. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I will 
speak briefly. I believe Senator MIKUL-
SKI is perhaps going to offer the next 
amendment. I do not want to disadvan-
tage the time that has been allotted. I 
did want to, however, point out that I 
intend to talk about three amendments 
very briefly. I filed two of them; I will 
file the third shortly. 

All of us understand what has hap-
pened in recent months. In the last 4 or 
5 months we have seen money go out 
the backdoor of this Government un-
like any time in the history of our 
country. In fact, you can read the U.S. 
Constitution. I don’t think you can 
find a place in the Constitution that 
describes the mechanism by which 
massive amounts of money have gone 
out of this Government—$8.5 trillion, 
to the extent we now know how much 
has been moved from our Government 
to support various enterprises. 

The reason we know that is 
Bloomberg News sued the Government 
and the Federal Reserve Board, which 
is the only way anybody got the infor-
mation about how much money has 
been obligated by the Federal Reserve 
Board which opened its discount win-
dow for the first time in history to in-
vestment banks. 

It has never before happened. How 
much money was committed? We know 
some snippets of all of that. We know 
that, for example, Citigroup got about 
$45 billion, and then we are told we 
have reached an agreement, along with 
the direct funding to Citigroup, that 

we are guaranteeing nearly $300 billion 
for toxic assets for Citigroup. We know 
that. We know how much has gone to 
some of the other investment banks. 
We know how much money went to 
AIG. We have a notion of how money 
went in certain directions. But no one 
knows exactly how much went out of 
the Federal Reserve Board, to whom, in 
what direction, for what purpose. How 
much from the FDIC, how much from 
TARP, when, why, how much—we don’t 
know the answers to all of those ques-
tions. 

Here is what I propose: Last week 
there was a lot of discussion about bo-
nuses. I believe last year the Wall 
Street investment firms lost $35 billion 
in income and paid $18 billion in bo-
nuses to their employees. I don’t know. 
I have a masters in business. We went 
through a lot of casework in business 
school. I don’t think I came across a 
case that said: Here is good business— 
lose $35 billion and then pay $18 billion 
in bonuses. I don’t guess I saw that in 
the Harvard Business Review. 

One amendment is, we ought to, as a 
government, have the right to under-
stand what kind of bonuses are being 
paid by firms that are receiving finan-
cial assistance under the structure of 
the financial assistance that has been 
offered by our Government. 

I propose an amendment. It is an 
amendment that would report bonuses 
to the American taxpayers. I want all 
companies receiving emergency eco-
nomic assistance from any Federal fi-
nancial agency to publicly release in-
formation on any bonuses paid, includ-
ing the bonus recipients and the 
amount of the bonuses. The American 
people have a right to that informa-
tion. After all, these are companies 
that have asked for and received Fed-
eral assistance. Let’s have the Amer-
ican public be able to shine a spotlight 
on what has happened to that money, 
including, especially, the use of that 
money potentially for bonuses. 

Second is an amendment I have filed 
that is what I call the Jobs Account-
ability Act. This is all about creating 
jobs. If we are, in fact, about creating 
jobs, then this proposal would be to say 
we should have quarterly reports in the 
Congress after this legislation is passed 
because tens of billions, hundreds of 
billions of dollars will have been spent 
in the pursuit of creating new jobs. 

Why is that important? Mr. Presi-
dent, 20,000 people will likely learn 
today they lost their job, 20,000 people 
today and every day; 2.6 million last 
year, and they say 2.6 million more in 
the first 6 months of this year. This is 
a deep crater. We have to care about 
trying to create jobs, putting people 
back on payrolls to give them some 
hope and some confidence again. 

If we are spending money to do that 
in what is called an economic recovery 
program, let’s try to track that money. 
This amendment is very simple. It is 
the Jobs Accountability Act. What I 
propose is that when this money goes 
out the door to the recipients—State 
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governments, local governments, and 
others—we ask them to file quarterly 
reports with the Congress to say three 
things: One, I received the money; two, 
here is how I spent the money; and, 
three, here is how many jobs I estimate 
we created with this money. It is the 
only place we will get this kind of in-
formation. 

Does anybody think we ought to just 
ship money out the door and not ask 
for some sort of reporting requirement 
about how many jobs we created? Oth-
erwise, it is sort of the helicopter the-
ory of money. Get the money in bags, 
take it up in a helicopter, shove it out 
the side, and let it scatter. That is not 
what this is about. We are supposed to 
be focusing like a laser on jobs. Let’s 
get the reports from everybody who re-
ceived this funding in order to deter-
mine the effect of what we have done. 
That is an amendment I have filed. 

The third amendment I have not filed 
but will file today is the issue of run-
away manufacturing plants. It is some-
thing I have worked on in the past with 
my colleague from Maryland, Senator 
MIKULSKI. This is an interesting propo-
sition. We are trying to create jobs be-
cause we are losing jobs in this coun-
try. 

We have a perverse provision in our 
Tax Code that says this: If there are 
two companies in Maryland right 
across the street from each other, mak-
ing exactly the same product to be sold 
in this country, in our marketplace, 
and one of them, on a cool January 
day, decides: You know what, I am 
leaving Maryland. I am getting rid of 
my workers. I am moving my produc-
tion to China and I will make that 
product by hiring 30-cent-an-hour labor 
and I will ship the product back to 
America to be sold—after that trans-
action is done. What is the difference 
between the company that stayed in 
Maryland and the company that left 
Maryland to produce in China? The dif-
ference is the American company that 
left and got rid of their jobs and moved 
to China has a tax bill that is lower 
than the company that stayed. 

We actually provide in this tax sys-
tem of ours the most pernicious incen-
tive I can imagine, and that is an in-
centive to say to companies: If you 
have a choice, we will actually pay you 
an incentive in the Tax Code to move 
your jobs overseas. My runaway plant 
amendment will fix that situation. 

I have offered it, I believe, four times 
with my colleague from Maryland and 
some others. We have come up short 
four times. But we have a lot of new 
Senators who I think would very much 
like to vote on this amendment. We 
also have a new President who cam-
paigned on it, a new President who 
went all across this country and said: 
Let’s stop the incentives for shipping 
jobs overseas. 

This is the perfect place, it seems to 
me, to have this vote. The reason is be-
cause we have a tax bill on the Senate 
floor now. This is, it seems to me, ex-
actly the wrong incentive. If we are 

trying to create jobs, why should we 
have provisions in our Tax Code that 
move jobs elsewhere? Let’s plug that 
hole, and we can do it with the amend-
ment I will be offering. 

My amendment has had over the 
years many cosponsors and the strong 
support of my colleague from the State 
of Maryland. I will file that amend-
ment today. A tax bill is on the Senate 
floor. If not now, when should we ever 
plug this loophole that says as a coun-
try, we stand behind shipping jobs 
overseas. Let’s say we stand behind 
keeping jobs here. No tax advantage for 
those who export them. Let’s provide 
tax advantages, if we are going to, for 
those who create jobs and keep jobs in 
this country. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. DORGAN. I will be happy to 
yield. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. My question is about 
the steel industry. As the Senator 
knows, I, along with him, tried to 
stand up for American steel. So the 
Senator means to say if a steelmaker 
moves production overseas at a very 
minimal rate, and then ships steel 
back, they are going to have a lower 
tax rate than the steel company that 
struggled, downsized, rightsized to try 
to stay in this country and manufac-
ture steel? 

Mr. DORGAN. That is exactly the 
case. Most people would not even be-
lieve that to be the case. They would 
say: How on Earth would someone have 
constructed a system that allows that 
to happen? Oh, but they did, and they 
have fiercely protected it. 

The reason the steel company that 
stays here pays a higher tax is the 
steel company that leaves and ships 
back to this country gets what is 
called a deferral of income tax; they 
don’t have to pay the tax until some 
point later. Of course, we know from 
history and from the history what has 
been described as being filed to this 
bill, ultimately if they are repatriated, 
they get to pay a tax rate of 51⁄2 per-
cent, something no other American 
gets to pay. It is a pernicious tax in-
centive that we certainly ought to put 
an end to, in my judgment. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Will the Senator 
agree that we are often chastised for 
‘‘Buy American’’ amendments, but es-
sentially what exists now is a ‘‘Tax 
American’’ situation, and the amend-
ment of the Senator from North Da-
kota would remedy that situation. 

Mr. DORGAN. That is exactly the 
case. There is a ‘‘Buy American’’ 
amendment I helped put in this bill 
that has caused a fair amount of con-
troversy, but it is not violative of any 
trade agreement. It represents in this 
bill mostly grants to the States and 
others for public works projects. It 
seems to me to the extent we possibly 
can, we ought to urge the purchase of 
steel or iron or skids steer loaders in 
this country to do so. I recognize it is 
controversial. I am not interested in 
being violative of any trade agreement 

that we have, and my understanding is 
this provision does not violate trade 
agreements because it will largely 
come from State grants for public 
works projects. 

I hope to offer the amendment deal-
ing with the tax issue, and I will file 
that this afternoon. I hope I can get in 
line so we can have a debate because it 
is first and foremost about jobs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland. 

AMENDMENT NO. 104 TO AMENDMENT NO. 98 
(Purpose: To amend the Internal Revenue 

Code of 1986 to allow an above-the-line de-
duction against individual income tax for 
interest on indebtedness and for State 
sales and excise taxes with respect to the 
purchase of certain motor vehicles) 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be set aside, and I call up 
amendment No. 104. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. ISAKSON. Reserving the right to 
object, and I will not, can we establish 
an order of recognition? I have been on 
the Senate floor. Senator MCCAIN has 
joined us. Senator MIKULSKI has been 
here for a while. Can Senator MIKULSKI 
give us an order of presentation? 

Mr. REID. Can I make a parliamen-
tary inquiry, please? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I say to my 
friends, it was my understanding—I 
just stepped on to the Senate floor—we 
had a Democratic amendment that was 
offered. Senator COBURN offered an 
amendment. What we are going to try 
to do is rotate back and forth. The next 
in line that we have is Senator MIKUL-
SKI. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Is there a previous 
unanimous consent agreement? 

Mr. REID. No. There was just an un-
derstanding between Senator MCCON-
NELL and me that we would rotate back 
and forth. The Senator can decide on 
his side who goes next. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I was just asking if 
there was a previous unanimous con-
sent agreement, I ask the Presiding Of-
ficer. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
a pending unanimous consent request 
made by the Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. MCCAIN. What is the nature of 
that request? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator from Maryland restate her re-
quest? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be set aside and I call up 
amendment No. 140. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. MCCAIN. Reserving the right to 
object, would the majority leader and 
the Senator from Maryland object to a 
sequence of speaking so some of us can 
plan the use of our time at least for the 
next two or three speakers? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 
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Mr. REID. I was not aware a Coburn 

amendment had been laid down. I think 
it would be appropriate to have the 
Senator from Maryland lay down her 
amendment and go back to the Coburn 
amendment. People who wish to speak 
on that amendment should be able to 
do that before we have the speaking 
order of the Senator from Maryland. It 
is my understanding the Senator from 
Arizona wishes to speak on the Coburn 
amendment. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I would, Mr. President. 
I ask unanimous consent that after the 
Senator from Maryland, the Senator 
from Georgia and whatever speaker on 
the other side wishes to speak, then I 
be—— 

Mr. REID. If I may interrupt my 
friend, all the Senator from Maryland 
wants to do is lay down her amend-
ment so when we complete action on 
the Coburn amendment, we can move 
to her amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Maryland [Ms. MIKUL-

SKI], for herself, and Mr. BROWNBACK, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 104 to amend-
ment No. 98. 

(The amendment is printed in the 
RECORD of Monday, February 2, 2009, 
under ‘‘Text of Amendments.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, to 
give a sense of process, I have an 
amendment that I think will con-
tribute to both creating jobs and sav-
ing jobs in the American automobile 
industry. Before I explain my amend-
ment, I wish to note that my remarks 
will take about 5 minutes. I ultimately 
will want to vote on this amendment 
later on today, when the leadership on 
both sides of the aisle agrees to a time 
in sequencing they choose. I know 
there will be opponents to my amend-
ment, and I will return to debate at 
that time. But in the interest of com-
ity, I will lay down my amendment, 
speak for 5 minutes to explain it, and 
then we can return to the discussion on 
the Coburn amendment. 

Mr. President, I think we all agree 
that our economy is in shambles and 
that Congress needs to act and act very 
quickly. My amendment does what the 
President said he wanted to do, and 
what the other side of the aisle says it 
wants to do, or the other side of my 
amendment says they want to do. The 
Mikulski amendment is timely, tar-
geted, and temporary, and it is focused 
on saving jobs and creating jobs in the 
automobile industry. 

What does my amendment do? It does 
this. If you buy a passenger car, 
minivan or light truck within this 
year, you will get a tax deduction for 
your sales or excise tax and the inter-
est on your car loan. It means a family 
could save approximately $1,500 on a 
$25,000 car purchase. 

Now, what does this amendment 
mean and what does it do? This amend-
ment is actually about creating jobs. 
Our automobile industry is lan-
guishing—from the people who make 
them, to the dealers who sell them, to 
the people who service them, to the 
back office people, and to the people 
who also provide the supplies. 

My amendment is also cost-effective 
in terms of the Treasury. Not a nickel 
will be spent unless you go buy a car or 
a minivan or a light truck. So we are 
not throwing money out of a heli-
copter, and we are not putting money 
out there and hoping people will spend. 
We are giving money to banks hoping 
they will lend. Under the Mikulski 
amendment, it only happens if you 
walk into a dealership, buy an auto-
mobile, and then once you complete 
that purchase, take that deduction for 
the sales tax along with the interest. 

Why is this good? First of all, for the 
consumer, it means they get a deal. It 
is a market incentive and gets them 
into the showroom to buy what they 
want. Second, it helps the environment 
because all new cars—and this is going 
only to new cars—get greater fuel effi-
ciency and have lower carbon emis-
sions. It is also the only amendment 
that affects business up and down the 
chain in our own country. My amend-
ment is not limited to only American 
cars but it is focused on cars made in 
the United States. So whether it is a 
Ford, a Chevy, a Chrysler, a Nissan or 
a Toyota, it qualifies for the Mikulski 
amendment. 

No. 1, it helps manufacturing. If you 
buy a car, it means they have to be 
built. We are facing a crisis in the 
automobile industry. We can give all 
the bailouts we want, but unless people 
buy cars, the bailout will just become 
part of the bucket list. My amendment 
helps manufacturing, which means it 
also helps the dealerships. There are 
20,000 new car dealerships in the United 
States, and they employ about a mil-
lion people. I have met them in my own 
State. In many of the rural parts of my 
State, they are the major employer. 
They are also the major contributors 
to the United Way, to the rotary clubs, 
and to the athletic leagues. These are 
human beings who sell cars. They are 
the auto mechanics, with grease under 
their fingernails but patriotism in 
their hearts; they are the taxpayers 
who pay for the bailout of the banks, 
but they don’t want a bailout, they 
want people to come in to buy their 
cars. My amendment also will help the 
consumer to have one more incentive 
to be able to buy these cars. 

One of the auto mechanics said to me 
he had worked at a Chevy dealership 
for over 23 years. He said: Senator 

BARB, I have worked all my life, and I 
love to work on cars. I just love it. I 
love to fix them and I love to repair 
them, and I think I have done a good 
job at it. I am happy to think I have 
helped a lot of other people to be in 
safe, reliable vehicles, and all I want is 
to have a real job and a real income so 
that I can send my two kids to college. 

I could elaborate on my amendment, 
but I know others also wish to speak on 
it, and I will reserve the right to come 
back and to further debate it. But if 
you want to help create jobs, save jobs, 
keep the automobile industry going, 
and get our economy back on its 
wheels, vote for the Mikulski auto-
mobile tax deduction amendment. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SANDERS). The Senator from Arizona is 
recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 109 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I would 

like to begin by thanking the managers 
for their patience and their leadership 
in this marathon that we are engaged. 

I rise in support of the Coburn 
amendment, which strikes the $246 mil-
lion Hollywood tax earmark. It is quite 
an interesting earmark in that the 
stimulus legislation provides a tax ear-
mark for Hollywood in the amount of 
$246 million—a quarter of a billion dol-
lars—over the next 11 years, and would 
allow large Hollywood studios the op-
portunity to choose between the exist-
ing tax break for movie studios or to 
write off 50 percent of the entire pro-
duction cost for movies and TV shows 
made in 2009. In the years that follow 
the remainder of the production cost 
would be written off according to exist-
ing depreciation law. The 50-percent 
accelerated depreciation in the first 
year is a ‘‘bonus depreciation.’’ Obvi-
ously, this amendment would strike 
that special earmark. 

I would point out to my colleagues 
that Hollywood is doing okay. They 
raked in over a billion dollars in Janu-
ary—the biggest January ever for the 
movie industry. That is testimony to 
the attractiveness of the product. Box 
office receipts were up nearly 20 per-
cent in January 2009, with ticket sales 
up 16 percent over January 2008, when 
January is typically considered a weak 
month for the industry. 

Movie director Rob Reiner was re-
cently asked about Hollywood’s rela-
tionship with Washington, DC, and 
claimed: 

We are a special interest group that 
doesn’t ask for anything like earmark legis-
lation or tax breaks. We are the one industry 
that doesn’t ask for a quid pro quo. 

Well, rather than targeting tax 
breaks at big-time political donors, the 
stimulus should have targeted its tax 
break toward mainstream America. 

I regret that I can’t support the so- 
called stimulus bill that has been pre-
sented. We have an opportunity to 
craft a bill that would provide real re-
lief for the American people at a time 
of great economic uncertainty. Unfor-
tunately, that opportunity has so far 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 02:42 Feb 04, 2009 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00020 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G03FE6.030 S03FEPT1w
w

oo
ds

2 
on

 P
R

O
D

P
C

68
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1391 February 3, 2009 
been rejected. Once again, parochial 
partisan and special interests have 
taken precedence over the interests of 
the American people. 

This bill has become nothing more 
than a massive spending bill, expected 
to cost taxpayers more than $1.2 tril-
lion, according to the latest estimate 
by the Congressional Budget Office, 
and $1.2 trillion dwarfs any Govern-
ment program in history, after adjust-
ing for inflation. It is bigger than the 
New Deal and the Iraq war combined. 
The interest alone will be costlier than 
the Louisiana Purchase in current dol-
lars or the amount the United States 
spent to land on the Moon. 

During a press conference in Novem-
ber 2008 to introduce the new Director 
of the Office of Management and Budg-
et, then President-elect Obama said: 

The new way of doing business is, let’s fig-
ure out what projects, what investments are 
going to give the American economy the 
most bang for their buck, how we protect 
taxpayer dollars so that this money is not 
wasted, restore a sense of confidence among 
taxpayers that, when we spend our money, it 
is on that which is actually going to improve 
their quality of life, create jobs that are so 
desperately needed, help to spur on economic 
growth and business creation in the private 
sector. That is all part of the new way of 
doing business. 

1I was very pleased to hear the Presi-
dent speak those words. However, I do 
not believe the bill before us today is 
reflective of that sentiment. Let’s ac-
knowledge and continue to acknowl-
edge that American families are hurt-
ing and they need our help. We have 
entered the second year of a recession. 
RECORD numbers of homeowners face 
foreclosure, our financial markets have 
nearly collapsed, the U.S. automobile 
manufacturers are in serious trouble, 
and the national unemployment rate 
stands at 7.2 percent—the highest in 16 
years—with over 1.9 million people 
having lost their jobs in the last 4 
months of 2008. Additionally, the num-
ber of Americans filing first-time un-
employment claims this month 
matches the highest level in 26 years. 
Housing starts decreased 15.5 percent 
in December compared to the prior 
month. For 2008, housing starts were at 
a new low, shattering the previous 
record of 1.014 million set in 1991. 

The list goes on and on, and I don’t 
have to tell any American of the eco-
nomic challenges we face and the real 
suffering that is going on throughout 
America. In the last year alone, due to 
the mortgage crisis, the Government 
has seized control of Fannie Mae and 
Freddie Mac, and we already passed a 
massive $700 billion rescue of the finan-
cial markets. We have debated giving 
the big three auto manufacturers tens 
of billions in taxpayer money as a 
‘‘short-term infusion of cash,’’ knowing 
they would be back for more. 

Last week, the House approved its 
$819 billion stimulus package on a 
party-line vote. The total cost of that 
legislation is almost as much as the 
annual discretionary budget for the en-
tire Federal Government. We need to 

stimulate the economy, but we need to 
do it in a smart, fiscally responsible 
manner that will not bankrupt future 
generations of Americans. It is more 
important now than ever before that 
Congress restore fiscal discipline to 
Washington and get our financial house 
in order. 

In a November 25, 2008, opinion piece 
in the Wall Street Journal, John Tay-
lor, a senior fellow at the Hoover Insti-
tution and a professor of economics at 
Stanford University, wrote: 

The major part of the first stimulus pack-
age last year was the $115 billion temporary 
rebate payment program targeted to individ-
uals and families that phased out as incomes 
rose. Most of the rebate checks were mailed 
or directly deposited during May, June, and 
July of 2008. The argument in favor of these 
temporary rebate payments was that they 
would increase consumption, stimulate ag-
gregate demand, and thereby get the econ-
omy growing again. What were the results? 
This chart reveals the answer. The upper line 
shows disposable personal income through 
September. Disposable personal income is 
what households have left after paying taxes 
and receiving transfers from the govern-
ment. The big blip is due to the rebate pay-
ments in May through July. The lower line 
shows personal consumption expenditures by 
households. Observe that consumption shows 
no noticeable increase at the time of the re-
bate. Hence, by this simple measure, the re-
bate did little or nothing to stimulate con-
sumption, overall aggregate demand or the 
economy. These results may seem surprising, 
but they are not. They correspond closely to 
what basic economic theory tells us. Tem-
porary increases in income will not lead to 
significant increases in consumption. How-
ever, if increases are longer term, as in the 
case of a permanent tax cut, then consump-
tion is increased and by a significant 
amount. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
full text of Mr. Taylor’s op-ed. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From The Wall Street Journal, Nov. 25, 2008] 

WHY PERMANENT TAX CUTS ARE THE BEST 
STIMULUS 

(By John B. Taylor) 
The incoming Obama administration and 

congressional Democrats are now consid-
ering a second fiscal stimulus package, esti-
mated at more than $500 billion, to follow 
the Economic Stimulus Act of 2008. As they 
do, much can be learned by examining the 
first. 

The major part of the first stimulus pack-
age was the $115 billion, temporary rebate 
payment program targeted to individuals 
and families that phased out as incomes 
rose. Most of the rebate checks were mailed 
or directly deposited during May, June and 
July. 

The argument in favor of these temporary 
rebate payments was that they would in-
crease consumption, stimulate aggregate de-
mand, and thereby get the economy growing 
again. What were the results? The chart 
nearby reveals the answer. 

The upper line shows disposable personal 
income through September. Disposable per-
sonal income is what households have left 
after paying taxes and receiving transfers 
from the government. The big blip is due to 
the rebate payments in May through July. 

The lower line shows personal consumption 
expenditures by households. Observe that 

consumption shows no noticeable increase at 
the time of the rebate. Hence, by this simple 
measure, the rebate did little or nothing to 
stimulate consumption, overall aggregate 
demand, or the economy. 

These results may seem surprising, but 
they are not. They correspond very closely 
to what basic economic theory tells us. Ac-
cording to the permanent-income theory of 
Milton Friedman, or the life-cycle theory of 
Franco Modigliani, temporary increases in 
income will not lead to significant increases 
in consumption. However, if increases are 
longer-term, as in the case of permanent tax 
cut, then consumption is increased, and by a 
significant amount. 

After years of study and debate, theories 
based on the permanent-income model led 
many economists to conclude that discre-
tionary fiscal policy actions, such as tem-
porary rebates, are not a good policy tool. 
Rather, fiscal policy should focus on the 
‘‘automatic stabilizers’’ (the tendency for 
tax revenues to decline in a recession and 
transfer payments such as unemployment 
compensation to increase in a recession), 
which are built into the tax-and-transfer sys-
tem, and on more permanent fiscal changes 
that will positively affect the long-term 
growth of the economy. 

Why did that consensus seem to break 
down during the public debates about the fis-
cal stimulus early this year? One reason may 
have been the apparent success of the rebate 
payments in 2001. However, those rebate pay-
ments were the first installment of more per-
manent, multiyear tax cuts passed that same 
year. Hence, they were not temporary. 

What are the implications for a second 
stimulus early next year? The mantra often 
heard during debates about the first stim-
ulus was that it should be temporary, tar-
geted and timely. Clearly, that mantra must 
be replaced. In testimony before the Senate 
Budget Committee on Nov. 19, I rec-
ommended alternative principles: perma-
nent, pervasive and predictable. 

Permanent. The most obvious lesson 
learned from the first stimulus is that tem-
porary is not a principle to follow if you 
want to get the economy moving again. 
Rather than one- or two-year packages, we 
should be looking for permanent fiscal 
changes that turn the economy around in a 
lasting way. 

Pervasive. One argument in favor of ‘‘tar-
geting’’ the first stimulus package was that, 
by focusing on people who might consume 
more, the impact would be larger. But the 
stimulus was ineffective with such targeting. 
Moreover, targeting implied that increased 
tax rates, as currently scheduled, will not be 
a drag on the economy as long as increased 
payments to the targeted groups are larger 
than the higher taxes paid by others. But in-
creasing tax rates on businesses or on invest-
ments in the current weak economy would 
increase unemployment and further weaken 
the economy. Better to seek an across-the- 
board approach where both employers and 
employees benefit. 

Predictable. While timeliness is an admi-
rable attribute, it is only one property of 
good fiscal policy. More important is that 
policy should be clear and understandable— 
that is, predictable—so that individuals and 
firms know what to expect. 

Many complain that government interven-
tions in the current crisis have been too er-
ratic. Economic policy—from monetary pol-
icy to regulatory policy, international policy 
and fiscal policy—works best if it is as pre-
dictable as possible. 

Many good fiscal packages are consistent 
with these principles. But what can Congress 
and the incoming Obama administration do 
to give the economy a real boost on Jan. 20? 
Here are a few fairly bipartisan measures 
worth considering: 
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First, make a commitment, passed into 

law, to keep all income-tax rates where they 
are now, effectively making current tax 
rates permanent. This would be a significant 
stimulus to the economy, because tax-rate 
increases are now expected on a majority of 
small business income, capital gains income, 
and dividend income. 

Second, enact a worker’s tax credit equal 
to 6.2% of wages up to $8,000 as Mr. Obama 
proposed during the campaign—but make it 
permanent rather than a one-time check. 

Third, recognize explicitly that the ‘‘auto-
matic stabilizers’’ are likely to be as large as 
2.5% of GDP this fiscal year, that they will 
help stabilize the economy, and that they 
should be viewed as part of the overall fiscal 
package even if they do not require legisla-
tion. 

Fourth, construct a government spending 
plan that meets long-term objectives, puts 
the economy on a path to budget balance, 
and is expedited to the degree possible with-
out causing waste and inefficiency. 

Some who promoted the first stimulus 
package have reacted to its failure by saying 
that we must now switch to large increases 
in government spending to stimulate de-
mand. But government spending does not ad-
dress the causes of the weak economy, which 
has been pulled down by a housing slump, a 
financial crisis and a bout of high energy 
prices, and where expectations of future in-
come and employment growth are low. 

The theory that a short-run government 
spending stimulus will jump-start the econ-
omy is based on old-fashioned, largely static 
Keynesian theories. These approaches do not 
adequately account for the complex dynam-
ics of a modern international economy, or 
for expectations of the future that are now 
built into decisions in virtually every mar-
ket. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Now, one of the unfor-
tunate things, and this is beginning to 
be appreciated by the American people, 
is that Members of Congress couldn’t 
resist the temptation to load this bill 
with hundreds of millions of dollars in 
unnecessary spending, that will not do 
anything to stimulate the economy. 
We all know some of these, but they 
bear repeating, that have been included 
under the guise of stimulus: $400 mil-
lion for STD prevention; $600 million 
for new cars for the Federal Govern-
ment; $34 million to remodel the Com-
merce Department headquarters here 
in our Nation’s Capital; $25 million to 
rehabilitate ATV trails; $150 million 
for honeybee insurance; $75 million for 
smoking cessation; and $50 million for 
the National Endowment for the Arts. 

There is no doubt all of those are 
worthy causes which probably deserve 
our attention, our care and, some-
times, our dollars. But to portray them 
and others as a stimulus to create jobs 
and to have our economy recover, I 
think flies in the face of reality. 

In the Senate bill, we have $100 bil-
lion to assist States with agricultural 
losses; $300 million for diesel emission 
reduction grants; $150 million for facil-
ity improvements at the Smithsonian 
Museum; $198 million for school food 
service equipment; and $2.9 billion for 
the weatherization assistance program. 

There is also $6 billion of wiring for 
broadband and wireless in rural areas. I 
have always been an advocate of that. 
But the fact is, anyone who is knowl-
edgeable of the difficulties and chal-

lenges will tell you that it takes years 
to achieve that goal even if the funds 
are available. 

In order to comply with the Congres-
sional Budget Resolution, the com-
mittee report contains a statement of 
how the emergency provisions con-
tained in the bill meet the criteria for 
emergency spending. The report states, 
and I quote: 

The bill contains emergency funding for 
fiscal year 2009 for responses to the deterio-
rating economy, natural disasters and for 
other needs. The funding recommended here-
in is related to unanticipated needs and is 
for situations that are sudden, urgent, and 
unforeseen, specifically the devastating ef-
fects of the economic crisis, natural disas-
ters and rising unemployment. 

Perhaps the authors of the bill can 
explain to me how $150 million for hon-
eybee insurance falls within the dis-
tinction as outlined in the legislation. 
Someone needs to explain to me how 
giving tens of millions of dollars to the 
National Endowment of the Arts or the 
Smithsonian Museum will reverse ‘‘the 
devastating effects of the economic cri-
sis.’’ 

The problem is we are accumulating 
debt that we are laying upon future 
generations of Americans. We are going 
to have to pay this debt sometime. My 
great worry is that if we do not ac-
count for this debt in some way, if we 
continue trillions of dollars of unneces-
sary and wasteful spending, then obvi-
ously we will find ourselves back in the 
situation we were in the 1970s, when we 
had hyperinflation and had to debase 
the currency. 

I want to say a word for a minute 
about ‘‘Buy American.’’ The next time 
I come to debate on the ‘‘Buy Amer-
ican’’ provisions, I intend to bring a 
picture of Mr. Smoot and Mr. Hawley, 
the two individuals who were respon-
sible, in the view of historians, for tak-
ing a country that was in a serious re-
cession into the depths of one of the 
great depressions in the history of the 
United States. 

Because as we enact protectionist 
measures, I was interested to hear my 
friend from North Dakota, Senator 
DORGAN, say it was not in violation of 
any treaty. It is in violation of several 
treaties. It is in violation of what has 
been an important aspect of America’s 
policy which has been free and open 
trade. 

I guess the fundamental difference I 
have between the authors of the ‘‘Buy 
American’’ provisions and myself is 
that I believe the most productive, the 
most innovative, and the strongest and 
best workers in the world reside in the 
United States of America, that the in-
novations and technology that have led 
the world have come from the United 
States of America, and that our prod-
ucts can compete anywhere in the 
world under free and open trade condi-
tions. 

Now, there have been violations on 
the part of other countries. That is 
why we are members of the WTO. That 
is why there are provisions in the 
North American Free Trade Agreement 

that should be vigorously pursued 
when there are violations and protec-
tionist activities on the part of any na-
tion of which we are participants in 
trade agreements. 

If there are specific violations, then 
those violations should be addressed. 
But I wanted to emphasize, if we pass 
these ‘‘Buy American’’ provisions, you 
will find other nations retaliating and 
you will find us on a sure but unfortu-
nate path to the exacerbation of our 
economic difficulties. That is a matter 
of history. Consult any historian. I 
hope we will not keep these ‘‘Buy 
American’’ provisions in whatever leg-
islation we arrive at. 

This bill contains protectionist ‘‘Buy 
America’’ provisions that will prove 
harmful to both the American worker 
and the world economy. The Senate 
version of the stimulus bill goes be-
yond the stark protectionism of its 
House counterpart in a way that risks 
serious damage to our economy. The 
Senate bill requires that major 
projects funded in the bill favor Amer-
ican-made steel, iron, and manufac-
turing over goods produced abroad. 
These anti-trade measures may sound 
welcome to Americans who are hurting 
in this economy and faced with the 
specter of layoffs. The United States, 
after all, produces the world’s finest 
products. Yet shortsighted protec-
tionist measures risk greatly exacer-
bating our current economic woes. Al-
ready, one economist at the Peterson 
Institute for International Economics 
has calculated that the ‘‘Buy Amer-
ican’’ provisions in this bill will cost 
more jobs than it will generate. Some 
of our largest trading partners, includ-
ing Canada and the European Union, 
have warned that such a move could in-
vite protectionist retaliation, further 
harming our ability to generate jobs 
and economic growth. 

We have seen this tendency before. In 
the 1930s, as depression swept the 
globe, countries around the world en-
acted protectionist legislation in a 
counterproductive effort to preserve 
jobs at home, at the expense of those 
abroad. It was a fool’s errand, and the 
result was the largest and most pro-
longed economic downturn of the 20th 
century. We know better now, and we 
must have the foresight and the cour-
age to do what is right. 

I am very concerned about the poten-
tial impact these ‘‘Buy America’’ poli-
cies will have on bilateral trade rela-
tions with our allies. From a philo-
sophical point of view, I oppose this 
type of protectionist trade policy, not 
only because I believe free trade to be 
an important means of improving rela-
tions among all nations, but it is essen-
tial to U.S. economic growth. More-
over, from a practical standpoint, the 
added ‘‘Buy America’’ restrictions in 
this stimulus bill could seriously im-
pair our ability to compete freely in 
the international markets and could 
also result in loss of existing business 
from long-standing trading partners. 
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Let me be clear. I am not against 

U.S. procurement of American prod-
ucts. The United States, without a 
doubt produces the very best products 
in the world, this certainly is the case 
with American-made defense products. 
In fact, a Department of State study 
reported that U.S. defense companies 
sold more weapons and defense prod-
ucts and claimed a larger share of the 
world market than was previously real-
ized. This study shows U.S. exports of 
defense products increased to nearly 
$49 billion in 2006, comprising nearly 70 
percent of global exports. This number 
continues to rise steadily. Further-
more, I believe that competition and 
open markets among our allies on a re-
ciprocal basis would provide the best 
equipment at the best prices for the 
taxpayers and U.S. and allied mili-
taries alike. 

Congress can continue to protect 
U.S. industries from foreign competi-
tion for selfish, special interest rea-
sons, or we can loosen these restric-
tions to provide necessary funds to en-
sure our economy can return to the 
strength it once had. ‘‘Buy America’’ 
policy in defense spending is particu-
larly harmful and costly. Every dollar 
we spend on archaic procurement poli-
cies, like ‘‘Buy America,’’ is a dollar 
we cannot spend on training our 
troops, keeping personnel quality of 
life at an appropriate level, maintain-
ing force structure, replacing old and 
worn-out weapon systems, and advanc-
ing our military technologies. It is my 
sincere hope that legislative provisions 
like ‘‘Buy America’’ in the stimulus 
bill are dropped and that Congress will 
end once and for all the anticompeti-
tive, antifree trade practices that en-
cumber our Government, the military, 
and U.S. industry. 

In addition to the ‘‘Buy America’’ 
language contained in both the House 
and Senate stimulus bills, other policy 
provisions have been included in this 
legislation. Many of these items are 
nothing more than typical policy riders 
that will do nothing to stimulate the 
economy and create jobs. Most are par-
tisan provisions that were added to 
this bill because it is considered to be 
‘‘must-pass’’ legislation. They should 
not be included in any type of stimulus 
legislation and should instead go 
through the regular legislative process 
and subjected to necessary debate. 
Some examples of these policy riders 
include requiring the Transportation 
Security Administration to buy 100,000 
employee uniforms from U.S. textile 
plants, legislation to give Federal 
workers new whistleblower protec-
tions, and legislative language favoring 
open access, or net-neutrality, that 
telecoms have long opposed. 

Additionally, both bills contain 
wasteful Davis-Bacon provisions that 
mandate artificially high wage rates, 
based on faulty data, for its Federal 
construction spending. These rates are 
determined by the Secretary of Labor 
to be the prevailing wages in the geo-
graphic locality of the project for simi-

lar crafts and skills on comparable con-
struction work. A report by the De-
partment of Labor found that the wage 
surveys on which the prevailing wages 
are based are inaccurate. DOL’s inspec-
tor general submitted a report to Con-
gress that noted that a contractor 
hired by DOL found ‘‘one or more er-
rors in nearly 100 percent of the wage 
reports we reviewed.’’ The error rates 
were high even after a more than $20 
million effort to fix the surveys. In ad-
dition to outright errors, the inspector 
general noted that DOL used faulty 
methodology from unscientific surveys 
that led to bias, and even the data it 
did collect was untimely and, there-
fore, suspect. 

The Davis-Bacon Act is an outmoded, 
depression-era, inflationary policy 
that, according to recent estimates, 
will inflate the construction costs of 
this bill by $17 billion. If we are trying 
to create new jobs then we should re-
peal Davis-Bacon, not encourage its ex-
pansion in this bill. Davis-Bacon im-
poses heavy regulatory burdens and un-
necessary costs on Government con-
tractors—not to mention the taxpayers 
who have to foot the bill for the in-
flated costs. Furthermore, Davis-Bacon 
makes it more difficult for entry level 
job seekers, the unemployed, and the 
unskilled to obtain work. 

A recent study noted that ‘‘contrary 
to its purpose, the Davis-Bacon Act 
distorts construction labor markets. 
Davis-Bacon wages bear little relation 
to market wages, because the Govern-
ment’s prevailing wage estimates are 
wildly inaccurate. In some cities, 
Davis-Bacon rates are much higher 
than market wages. In Long Island, 
New York, for example, market rates 
for plumbers are $29.68 an hour. Davis- 
Bacon rates, however, are $44.75 an 
hour, 51 percent more than what the 
markets demand. In other cities, 
Davis-Bacon wages are significantly 
below market rates. For instance, 
Davis-Bacon rates for carpenters and 
plumbers in Sarasota, FL, are $6.55 an 
hour, a figure below Florida’s min-
imum wage of $7.21. Nationwide, Davis- 
Bacon rates average 22 percent above 
market wages and inflate the cost of 
Federal construction by 10 percent.’’ 
Mr. President, decent, livable wages 
are important for every American—but 
imposing harmful, outdated Davis- 
Bacon requirements on Federal con-
struction projects will do nothing more 
than bloat the cost of this bill, sup-
press new construction hires, and de-
press the economy. 

I want to say a few words about the 
proposal that I and a group of other 
Senators have presented today and will 
be proposing as we go through this de-
bate. Basically in the category of 
taxes, it would eliminate the 3.1-per-
cent payroll tax for all American em-
ployees, lower the tax bracket from 10 
percent to 5 percent, lower the 15-per-
cent tax bracket to 10 percent, lower 
corporate tax brackets from 35 to 25, 
lower tax brackets to 25 from 35 to 
small businesses, and help provide for 

accelerated depreciation for capital in-
vestment. The total cost of that provi-
sion would be $275 billion. 

It would also extend the unemploy-
ment insurance benefits, extend food 
stamps, unemployment insurance bene-
fits would be made tax free, and train-
ing and employment services for dis-
located workers would be provided at 
the cost of $50 billion. 

There would be housing provisions. 
Let me emphasize to my colleagues 
what we all know: It was the housing 
crisis that began this conflagration and 
it will be the stabilization of home val-
ues that ends it. 

My friend from Nevada here and oth-
ers have been working hard to try to 
address the housing crisis. In our re-
spective States, obviously, the housing 
crisis is of the utmost severity, as it is 
throughout the country. But in high- 
growth areas of the country such as 
ours, it is even more severe. We have 
seen even more dramatic reductions in 
home values. 

So our primary goal, my friends, is 
that we must stabilize home values if 
we are going to reverse this deep and 
precipitous slide we are seeing and the 
difficulties we are experiencing in our 
economy. 

Among other proposals, $11 billion 
would require the Federal Government 
to allocate funding to increase the fee 
that servicers receive from continuing 
a mortgage and avoiding foreclosure 
from a one-time fee of $1,000 up to $60 
per month for the life of the loan. 

Safe harbor provisions remove the 
legal constraints inhibiting modifica-
tions; tax incentives for home pur-
chases; the tax credit in the amount of 
$15,000 or 10 percent of the purchase 
price, whichever is less, with the op-
tion to utilize all in 1 year, or spread 
out over 2 years, and GSE and FHA 
conforming loan limits. This cost 
would be around $32 billion. 

We should invest in our national in-
frastructure and defense. We should 
spend $9 billion to improve, repair, and 
modernize Department of Defense fa-
cilitates, restore and modernize bar-
racks, improve facilities and infra-
structure directly supporting the readi-
ness and training of the Armed Forces, 
and invest in the energy efficiency of 
Department of Defense facilities. This 
activity would generate construction 
and craftsmen jobs in the short term 
by addressing deteriorating conditions 
of existing facilities for projects that 
are ready to be carried out in the next 
9 months. 

As to the resetting our combat 
forces, the Department of Defense will 
be requesting emergency supplemental 
appropriations in the spring of 2009 to 
support the operations in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan. Inclusion of this in the 
stimulus accelerates those require-
ments and will be used to place new or-
ders or to repair vehicles, equipment, 
material, ammunition required to fully 
equip our combat units, while gener-
ating jobs on assembly and manufac-
turing lines around the country. 
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I urge my colleagues to think about, 

if we are going to provide funds, that 
our defense needs are great, of the 
equipment that has been worn out in 
Iraq and will again be required to be 
used in Afghanistan. Obviously all of 
us who have visited our military in-
stallations know there are facilities 
that need to be modernized, restored, 
and new construction. We propose $70 
billion for road and bridge infrastruc-
ture, road and bridges on Federal land, 
public transit and airport infrastruc-
ture and improvements, and $1 billion 
for a small business loan program. The 
total estimated cost for investing in 
our infrastructure: $88 billion. 

Finally, we need to require these 
spending programs in the stimulus bill 
be sunset 3 years from enactment. If 
this spending is intended to restore our 
economy and jump-start it, once the 
economy is jump-started and restored, 
then we should not have to continue 
this spending and increase the size of 
our debt and lay it on future genera-
tions of Americans. 

This proposal states that after two 
consecutive quarters of economic 
growth greater than 2 percent of infla-
tion-adjusted GDP, the following con-
trol mechanisms will trigger to reduce 
the deficit and promote long-term eco-
nomic growth: All spending provisions 
in the economic stimulus legislation 
where funds have not been spent or ob-
ligated will be cancelled and perma-
nently rescinded. The budget baselines 
shall be adjusted downward to ensure 
that all spending in the stimulus, 
whether spent or cancelled, is treated 
as a one-time expenditure and not as-
sumed to be repeated. 

What a lot of Americans do not know 
is every time we add a spending provi-
sion, that becomes part of the baseline, 
which assumes that that money will be 
spent over time. We cannot continue 
that indefinitely. We propose a 2-per-
cent across-the-board reduction in 
spending, with the goal of balancing 
the budget by 2015. 

We should establish two separate en-
titlement commissions, one to make 
recommendations on systems and the 
other Medicare-Medicaid. We all know 
the elephant in the room is Social Se-
curity and Medicare, and the unfunded 
liabilities associated with it. We should 
also require recipients to disclose costs 
for awarded projects, prohibit stimulus 
funds from being used for lobbying ac-
tivities, political contributions, holi-
day parties, unnecessary renovations, 
and questionable travel. 

We should spend some more money 
on accountability, transparency, over-
sight, and results. We should create a 
recovery and accountability and trans-
parency board with a Web site, create a 
Congressional oversight panel, estab-
lish a recovery and reinvestment over-
sight board composed of Federal agen-
cy heads, require review and audits by 
the Comptroller General on the bill’s 
effectiveness in achieving economic 
and workforce recovery goals, and es-
tablish a special inspector general 

modeled after the oversight required 
for TARP. The total is $445 billion. I 
think this is a balanced proposal and 
one that I hope deserves the serious 
consideration of this body. 

I want to say a word about TARP. 
The American people have been dissat-
isfied with the results, and Members of 
this body have been as well. In the first 
round of $350 billion, it seemed that the 
priorities seemed to change literally on 
a daily or weekly basis. 

It became unclear as to exactly what 
that $350 billion was going to do, and, 
apparently, if you look at all of the 
statistics, it has not resulted in signifi-
cant improvement. 

Now, what would have happened 
without it will be a matter of conjec-
ture and analysis by economists and 
historians. Now we are in the second 
round. Now we are told there may need 
to be more, another TARP, after we 
pass this stimulus legislation and an 
omnibus appropriations bill. 

When we start totaling that, we are 
talking about several trillion dollars, 
and we can’t continue that without the 
American people experiencing some 
tangible results. Most Members of this 
body are in agreement. We need to 
stimulate and jump-start the economy. 
Let’s not do it in such a way that our 
children and grandchildren pay for it in 
the most painful and difficult manner. 
We owe that to them. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I would 

like to tell Senators what the lay of 
the land is and share my thoughts on 
how the afternoon will proceed. Sen-
ator MURRAY offered the first amend-
ment. Then we turned to a Coburn 
amendment regarding the manufacture 
of films. That is pending. Next we 
turned to an amendment by Senator 
MIKULSKI regarding autos. That also is 
pending. Next we expect another Re-
publican amendment. We have actually 
been going back and forth with some of 
the bigger amendments. Then the Re-
publican amendments have been com-
ing in, alternating back and forth. 
Next we expect an amendment by Sen-
ators BOXER and ENSIGN regarding re-
patriation, then a Republican amend-
ment, then an amendment by Senators 
FEINGOLD and MCCAIN regarding ear-
marks. We hope to have several votes 
on these amendments today and will 
consult with leaders as to timing. 

Once again, I urge Senators to let the 
managers know your intentions be-
cause we want to give Senators notice 
of what subjects are coming. If we 
don’t have notice, it will delay us. 
Please give us as much notice as pos-
sible. There will likely be opportunity 
to vote on amendments, but we just 
need to know what is in those amend-
ments. I thank Senators for their co-
operation. 

Just a word or two about the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from 
Oklahoma. His amendment strikes a 
provision of the bill relating to the 

film industry. I might say to all my 
colleagues as well as to my good friend 
from Oklahoma, the provision he is re-
ferring to gives bonus depreciation to 
the film industry. The film industry is 
like any other. I don’t see why it 
should be separated. 

More importantly, the legislation be-
fore this body a year ago providing for 
bonus depreciation inadvertently, in-
correctly omitted the film industry 
from all other industries. One might 
ask why that happened. Basically, I 
will not get into the personal reasons 
why it happened, but there was a cer-
tain House Member who personally de-
cided he had an issue with the film in-
dustry, so he took it out for no good 
reason. 

What I am saying is that this is not 
putting a new industry back in the bill 
that would be entitled to bonus depre-
ciation. It corrects a mistake where 
the film industry was incorrectly 
taken out in the last bonus deprecia-
tion bill and was taken out for no good 
reason—taken out for a very personal 
reason, if I may be totally candid. It 
seems to me we should get back to a 
level playing field and treat all indus-
tries the same, not bring a vendetta 
against one industry, as was the case a 
year ago, but, rather, put this back in 
because it is only fair. That is an 
American industry too, and this bonus 
depreciation would apply only to films 
produced in the United States. It seems 
eminently fair to put back in a portion 
of the bonus depreciation bill that was 
incorrectly taken out a year ago. That 
is what this is. This is not adding an 
earmark; it is putting back something 
that was wrongly taken out. 

At this point, I will include for the 
RECORD a letter from the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget 
regarding the bill before us. Director 
Orszag lays out the urgency of passing 
this legislation. 

We are losing jobs fast. As somebody 
pointed out the other day, the number 
of jobs lost on that day was the exact 
same number of people who were in the 
stadium watching the Super Bowl. 
That number of jobs was lost that day. 
That is that day. Then there is the 
next day and the next day. We are los-
ing jobs. 

This legislation is sorely needed. Is it 
perfect? No. Is anything around here 
perfect? No. But it is probably pretty 
good. The alternative is much worse. If 
we don’t pass it, clearly many. more 
jobs will be lost. We will be in a much 
worse situation than we are today. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
Director’s letter printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI-
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT 
AND BUDGET, 

Washington, DC, February 3, 2009. 
Hon. MAX BAUCUS, 
Chairman, Committee on Finance, United States 

Senate, Dirksen Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN BAUCUS: The economy 
faces its most serious crisis since the Great 
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Depression, and the economic recovery pack-
age being considered on the floor of the Sen-
ate is an essential step in putting the econ-
omy back on a path to growth. 

Last week, we learned that gross domestic 
product shrank by 3.8 percent in the fourth 
quarter of 2008, the largest decline in 26 
years. According to the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics, more jobs were lost last year than 
were lost in any calendar year since 1945. If 
nothing is done, many outside experts esti-
mate that the unemployment rate could 
reach double digits, and our economy would 
fall $1 trillion short of its capacity each 
year—a shortfall that translates into about 
$12,000 in lost income on average for a family 
of four. The American Recovery and Rein-
vestment Act is a well-crafted response to 
our economic difficulties since it will both 
jumpstart the economy in the near term 
(and thereby help to mitigate some of the job 
losses and income declines that would other-
wise occur) and make key investments that 
will promote long-term growth. 

As you consider the American Recovery 
and Reinvestment Act this week, I wanted to 
lay out the principles that guide the Presi-
dent as he considers the type of plan that the 
country needs—principles that both the 
House legislation and the legislation you are 
considering meet. 

First, it is critical that we jumpstart job 
creation with a direct fiscal boost that will 
help to lift the nation out of this deep reces-
sion. The plan should bolster economic ac-
tivity sufficiently to save or create three to 
four million jobs by the end of 2010. The plan 
you are considering is estimated to meet this 
standard. 

Critically important to jumpstarting the 
economy is reviving the housing sector. That 
is why in the coming days, the President and 
Secretary Geithner will be releasing a com-
prehensive proposal to strengthen and rein-
vigorate this part of the economy. Their plan 
will build on the $50 billion to $100 billion 
commitment to the housing sector made by 
the Director of the National Economic Coun-
cil in connection with the Senate’s decision 
last month to permit additional TARP fund-
ing. By boosting economic activity in the 
short-term, the recovery package itself will 
have a significant and immediate impact on 
the housing and construction sectors. In ad-
dition, the recovery package also includes 
some promising ideas to create incentives 
for individuals to purchase homes which also 
will help the housing sector. The Adminis-
tration supports these provisions, while be-
lieving that any major new housing meas-
ures should be considered only after the re-
lease of the Administration’s comprehensive 
proposal. 

Second, as the President has made clear, 
he is adamant that all of the spending must 
be made with unprecedented levels of trans-
parency and accountability. He is deeply 
committed to making sure that every Amer-
ican is able to know what is in this plan, can 
be confident that it will accomplish the 
goals we set forth, and has the ability to 
hold Congress and the Administration ac-
countable for their actions. The Administra-
tion will post information online about how 
this plan’s money is being spent and where 
it’s going. In addition, he is insistent that 
the bill not include any earmarks or special 
projects. While many such projects may be 
worthy, this emergency legislation is not the 
proper vehicle for those aspirations. 

Third, we need to recognize that focusing 
only on the short term is part of why the 
economy is in such dire straits today. That 
is why as we address the pressing demands of 
lifting the economy out of a recession, we 
also must look to the future and begin the 
process of reinvesting in priorities like clean 
energy, education, health care, and infra-

structure so that the United States can en-
hance its long-term growth and thrive in the 
21st Century. 

This begins with putting the nation in po-
sition to lead in the clean energy economy. 
The President wants to make investments 
that will double our renewable energy gener-
ating capacity, modernize and expand our 
nation’s electrical grid, and undertake the 
largest program to weatherize homes in his-
tory. 

On health care, the President believes that 
we need to move immediately to lower costs 
and expand coverage. That would entail not 
only protecting coverage for millions of 
Americans during these difficult times, but 
also modernizing our health care system for 
the future with a serious commitment to 
health care information technology systems 
and prevention efforts. 

As the global economy becomes more com-
petitive, the President believes that invest-
ing in education is the best way we can help 
our children succeed. He wants the recovery 
package to renovate and modernize 10,000 
schools so our children have libraries and 
labs in which to learn; make college more af-
fordable through finding the shortfall in Pell 
Grants and a new higher-education tax cut; 
and triple the number of fellowships in 
science to spur the next generation of inno-
vation. 

The President also believes that we need to 
rebuild and retrofit America for the demands 
of the 21st Century. This will entail repair-
ing and modernizing roads and mass transit 
options across the country as well as expand-
ing broadband access so that businesses all 
across our nation can compete with firms 
from all over the world. 

Finally, we need to recognize that this re-
covery and reinvestment plan is an extraor-
dinary response to an extraordinary crisis. It 
should not be seen as an opportunity to 
abandon the fiscal discipline that we owe 
each and every taxpayer in spending their 
money—and that is critical to keeping the 
United States strong in a global, inter-
dependent economy. Although it is not fea-
sible to avoid any spillover whatsoever of the 
recovery package on out-year spending, the 
Administration believes that the package 
should minimize such effects on out-year 
spending as much as possible. Furthermore, 
the President is committed to paying for any 
extension of the temporary tax cuts included 
in the recovery plan that he would like to 
make permanent, and will detail the manner 
of doing so in his budget submission. 

Moving forward, we need to return to the 
fiscal responsibility and pay-as-you-go budg-
eting that we had in the 1990’s for all non- 
emergency measures. The President and his 
economic team look forward to working with 
the Congress to develop budget enforcement 
rules that are based on the tools that helped 
create the surpluses of a decade ago. Putting 
the country back on the path of fiscal re-
sponsibility will mean tough choices and dif-
ficult trade-offs, but for the long-term health 
of our economy, the President believes that 
they must be made. 

I look forward to working with you and 
your colleagues in the coming days to craft 
a recovery package that embodies these 
principles and achieves these goals. 

PETER R. ORSZAG, 
Director. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, a couple 
of comments on the McCain proposal 
that several people are putting to-
gether. I have looked at it. I still need 
to study it a little more. But on the 
surface, it is a responsible, balanced 

proposal. That group needs to be con-
gratulated for putting such a proposal 
together. 

I rise because the most deliberative 
body in the world is facing a moment 
of great challenge but also great possi-
bility. We should all feel the grave re-
sponsibility weighing on each of us as 
we debate this bill. If we pass legisla-
tion that truly stimulates the econ-
omy, it could carry this Nation to new 
levels of growth and prosperity. Unfor-
tunately, if we pass a bloated spending 
bill with little chance of jump-starting 
the economy, we could delay this coun-
try’s financial recovery for many years 
to come. 

While there isn’t a crystal ball to 
show us what path will bring us to the 
ultimate goal, we are not without some 
guidance. Winston Churchill once said: 
Those who fail to learn from history 
are doomed to repeat it. We have sev-
eral examples from which to learn. We 
will heed those lessons if we absolutely 
want to raise this Nation from the eco-
nomic quicksand that is swallowing it 
up more and more each day. 

The Great Depression is a chapter of 
history that fewer and fewer Ameri-
cans can recall firsthand. Maybe that 
is why the circumstances are so widely 
misunderstood today. It has been said 
that today’s economic crisis is the re-
sult of a perfect storm. Well, the Great 
Depression was many perfect storms. 

Herbert Hoover, a Republican, did 
not sit on the side lines, as many peo-
ple believe, when Black Thursday and 
Black Tuesday struck in 1929. He was 
actually a big government interven-
tionist. Working with Congress, he 
raised taxes. He enacted protectionist 
laws by raising U.S. tariffs. Senator 
MCCAIN referred to these as the Smoot- 
Hawley Tariff Act. He pushed all levels 
of government to invest in infrastruc-
ture and expand public works projects. 

When Franklin Roosevelt took office 
in 1932, he created great momentum by 
earning the confidence of the American 
people. But his New Deal sent this Na-
tion into an even deeper economic de-
pression. In the late 1930s, there was a 
‘‘Depression within the Depression.’’ 
The stock market did not return to 
1929 levels for 25 years. 

While World War II pulled us out of 
the Great Depression, there were still 
tremendous sacrifices being made by 
all Americans. Some have argued that 
the spending of the New Deal was not 
aggressive enough. I couldn’t disagree 
more. On some levels, we are still pay-
ing for the projects that began with the 
New Deal. 

The single biggest failure of the re-
sponse to the Great Depression is that 
the private sector was not encouraged 
to grow this country out of its finan-
cial crisis. In fact, by injecting so 
much money into the Government pro-
grams, FDR created a competitor to 
the private sector. This was a match 
between David, the private sector, and 
Goliath, the Government monster. This 
time, unfortunately, Goliath won. We 
know that the policies of the New Deal 
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actually prolonged the Nation’s finan-
cial hardships. After all, the depression 
lasted 10 years. Do we want to be in 
this kind of an economic recession for 
10 years? 

More recently, we have learned from 
Japan’s failed efforts to spend its way 
out of a recession. Japan passed stim-
ulus bills for 10 straight years during 
the 1990s. They wasted money on un-
necessary projects while letting insol-
vent banks be supported with Govern-
ment money. Does that sound familiar? 
What did that get them? Unmanage-
able, debilitating debt, and a decade of 
rising unemployment. 

We cannot afford to ignore the les-
sons of history. The responsibility fac-
ing us during this crisis cannot be 
overstated. We are bound by the Con-
stitution that empowers us to collect 
taxes, borrow money, regulate com-
merce, and provide for the general wel-
fare. We, however, are also bound by 
the responsibility to future generations 
of Americans. To burden our children 
and grandchildren with the kind of 
debt we are talking about today should 
give each of us reason to pause and 
consider the ramifications. 

There is no doubt that the crisis fac-
ing the financial markets, the housing 
sector, and families will require ex-
traordinary measures. There is perhaps 
no better illustration of the grave chal-
lenges facing the Nation than that of 
the State of Nevada. At one time, peo-
ple thought we were recession proof. 
When Americans buckle down on 
spending, a vacation to Las Vegas is no 
longer in the cards. Jobs are lost, 
homes are foreclosed, and it becomes 
harder to ignore the half-finished con-
struction projects across southern Ne-
vada. 

Here in the Senate, we are among the 
few Americans with at least some level 
of job security—that is, of course, until 
the next election. Most Americans are 
living day to day, waiting to hear what 
new massive layoff will be announced 
and if it will hit them or someone in 
their family. It is a terrible feeling to 
have that much uncertainty in your 
life. 

The calls and e-mails I have received 
from constituents are heartbreaking. 
These are good citizens who have 
worked hard, saved well, and contrib-
uted to their communities. They now 
find themselves in a place of despera-
tion. 

Mrs. Louise Cutler has lived in Clark 
County, NV, for more than 17 years. 
Her husband and two grown children 
who have degrees are unemployed. Lou-
ise lost her job with a mortgage com-
pany more than a year ago. She is back 
at work now making about $20,000 less 
than before. She has student loans to 
pay, has lost $120,000 dollars in the 
value of her home, and she wants to 
know how we are going to help her. 

My constituents—all of our constitu-
ents—are looking to us for leadership 
and solutions. 

I believe we need to stimulate our 
economy immediately. Government 

has a role to play here. The question is, 
How do we leverage our resources-paid 
for on the backs of struggling tax-
payers—as efficiently as possible in 
order to stabilize our economy and 
grow it in the future? 

I believe we need to start with the 
root of the problem. My training in 
veterinary medicine taught me that 
you don’t use a Band-Aid to treat a 
massive puncture wound. Ignoring that 
problem to treat superficial injuries 
does not help the patient survive. The 
economy is very much our collective 
patient. It would ensure greater catas-
trophe to put a Band-Aid on an initial 
wound that started this downward spi-
ral—and that is the housing crisis. Un-
fortunately, the housing market is 
barely addressed in this so-called stim-
ulus bill. Most Americans would say it 
is the first thing we need to heal. If we 
make mortgages more manageable, 
people can stay in their homes and our 
economy can begin to rebuild. 

One proposal I have—a guaranteed 4- 
percent, 30-year fixed rate mortgage for 
Americans would go a long way to ease 
pressure on family budgets. On aver-
age, more than 40 million creditworthy 
homeowners would save more than $400 
per month. That makes a huge dif-
ference to most families, and it would 
target the problem of oversupply in the 
housing market, something we cannot 
ignore. This is like a permanent tax 
cut which economists believe is the 
best stimulus for our economy, not just 
a 1-year tax rebate. 

Another proposal that goes a long 
way to fixing the housing situation is 
one from Senator ISAKSON. It expands 
the current homeowner tax credit to 
$15,000 and covers all property and all 
home buyers, not just first-time home 
buyers. This would give a big boost to 
housing markets across the country. 

So what else works? Limited spend-
ing that makes our economy more effi-
cient as well as tax relief that provides 
businesses and companies the addi-
tional capital to retain and hire more 
employees. This will help to increase 
their output and compete into the fu-
ture. That spending and tax relief 
needs to happen soon—not next year or 
two years down the road. American 
families cannot wait that long. 

I think we all must be prepared to 
make a sizable investment in order to 
ensure a swift and successful recovery. 
Unfortunately, the bill before us does 
not do that. Instead, it spends money 
on programs that cannot and will not 
aid that recovery. While Pell grants, 
Head Start, and the National Endow-
ment for the Arts may be worthwhile 
projects in their own right, putting bil-
lions of dollars into them will not 
stimulate the economy. I have fought 
for Head Start for years, but I do not 
think it should be considered imme-
diate stimulus. 

The bill before us simply does not 
qualify as an economic stimulus bill, 
and there is nothing immediate about 
it either. It is a laundry list of spend-
ing priorities with a token of tax relief. 

We need a true economic stimulus bill 
that efficiently spends money on 
projects that will make our highways 
and infrastructure better equipped as a 
conduit for business. We need meaning-
ful tax relief that will spawn a new 
generation of growth and success in the 
private sector. 

Instead, half of the so-called tax por-
tion of this bill is just creative spend-
ing dressed up as tax relief. It gives tax 
relief to people who do not even pay in-
come taxes. How are we relieving their 
tax burden if they do not have one? 

In actuality, only $21 billion of this 
trillion-plus dollar spending bill goes 
to small businesses, the engine of our 
economy. That equals less than three 
percent of this monstrous bill. This is 
supposed to be an economic stimulus 
bill to create jobs and drive growth, 
but less than three percent is dedicated 
to tax relief for small businesses which 
is where 80 percent of the jobs in the 
United States are created. How do we 
expect to stimulate the economy that 
way? That goes to show you how little 
input Republicans actually had in this 
process. I hope that will change. 

President Obama came to the Hill 
last week with a message of bipartisan 
cooperation. I have reached out to my 
Democratic colleagues on several tax 
relief measures that they agree would 
give a much needed boost to our econ-
omy. I hope these proposals have the 
opportunity to be voted on by all of my 
Senate colleagues so together we can 
witness an economic revival. 

The first is a plan that I am very fa-
miliar with. I worked with Senator 
BARBARA BOXER to get it enacted into 
law several years ago. We called it the 
Invest in the USA Act, and it lived up 
to its name. It brought $360 billion 
back into the United States in 2005 and 
helped to retain or create more than 2 
million jobs. It also produced more 
than $34 billion in various tax reve-
nues. History has proven that reducing 
the tax rate U.S. businesses pay to re-
turn money they made overseas pro-
vides a tremendous return. One great 
example comes from California-based 
Oracle. They used repatriated earnings 
to defeat a German company in acquir-
ing a U.S.-based retail software firm. 
This purchase allowed Oracle to keep 
those jobs and intellectual property in 
the United States. Oracle has since 
grown its facilities in Georgia and Min-
nesota by several hundred jobs. 

Right now I am working with Sen-
ator BARBARA BOXER to add an updated 
version of this legislation to the stim-
ulus package. Right now, the foreign 
subsidiaries of many U.S. companies 
are faring well overseas. Competitive 
tax structures make it beneficial for 
those companies to keep their money 
overseas. If they wanted to return the 
money to the United States, the com-
panies would have to pay up to a 35- 
percent tax rate. That is not much of 
an incentive to bring income earned 
overseas back to the United States. 

The proposal Senator BOXER and I 
have put forward gives businesses the 
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temporary relief they need. Instead of 
paying a 35-percent tax, they will only 
pay a 5.25 percent tax if they bring the 
money back in the next 12 months. 
These funds must be used for capital 
investment, job creation and training, 
research and development, or U.S. debt 
reduction. Some economists predict 
that this time around, the legislation 
would inject as much as $565 billion 
back into the United States economy. 

This legislation is critical in order to 
get this country going again. It puts 
capital back into U.S. banks which can 
then loan that money to people and get 
the economy going again. Another pro-
posal that I introduced—and I thank 
the chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee for working with us on a com-
promise—deals with the cancellation of 
indebtedness. My proposal would allow 
businesses to buy back their debt in 
2009 or 2010 without high tax con-
sequences. It would help firms 
deleverage and also give financial firms 
that hold debt more liquidity. Here is 
how my bill works. Under current law, 
if a company purchases its own debt at 
a discount, it is required to pay income 
tax on the amount of the discount. If a 
business owes $1 million but negotiates 
a discounted amount to its lender—say 
$750,000 so that it does not default—it 
would have to pay taxes on the $250,000 
difference. 

Well, a lot of companies are strapped 
for cash and have a large amount of 
debt. They cannot afford to pay taxes 
on the difference. Instead of paying 
that tax, we are going to delay that for 
5 years. They would then have an addi-
tional 5 years to be able to pay the 
taxes. This is going to help small and 
large businesses across the United 
States. I believe this proposal is going 
to help improve the debt situation of 
many companies in the United States. 
I thank the chairman of the Finance 
Committee and Senator CONRAD for 
working on this proposal. 

So let me conclude. If we pass this 
$1.3 trillion spending bill, which is 
what it started at, we are going to have 
trillion-dollar debts over the next sev-
eral years. This does not include an-
other $500 billion in TARP funds that 
Secretary Geithner may be asking for. 

We still have an omnibus spending 
bill to come before us. We still have 
military supplemental bills. Unfortu-
nately, they are not just military bills. 
Everything else gets Christmas-treed 
on top of it. We are talking trillions 
and trillions of dollars. 

I am looking at our Senate pages; the 
next generation to lead our country. 
Don’t we care about them? Don’t we 
have a moral responsibility not to pass 
huge tax burdens on to them? Current 
calculations are, with the debt we are 
running up, plus Medicare, Medicaid, 
and Social Security, they are going to 
have to pay close to a 90-percent tax 
rate if things are not changed. I do not 
think that is fair to them. Here we just 
pass debts on. I believe as a generation 
we are morally corrupt because we 
take whatever we want. 

President Roosevelt talked about 
‘‘the forgotten man.’’ What he was 
talking about was this person who was 
forgotten during the depression. Unfor-
tunately, we may be now dealing with 
a forgotten generation; a generation 
who does not have a voice in the Sen-
ate. We need to stand up and say, ‘‘We 
cannot pass this kind of debt burden on 
to them.’’ ‘‘We cannot pass the kind of 
high taxes on to those who are going to 
be required to pay this debt.’’ 

So, Mr. President, we need to act re-
sponsibly. We cannot put, as this bill 
does, $200 billion into new entitlement 
programs. We cannot raise the baseline 
as this bill will end up doing. We know 
programs do not stop around here, so 
we need to act in a much more respon-
sibly manner than this bill does. 

Yes, we want to act quickly, but 
there is a false deadline that has been 
put on this bill. There is still time. As 
we saw with TARP funds, when we do 
things too quickly around here, we 
make major mistakes. The false dead-
lines we put on this bill, I believe, are 
going to lead us down the wrong road. 
So let’s slow down. We do not get any 
trial runs on this one. This bill is too 
big. Let’s make sure we do this right. 
Let’s join, not as Republicans and 
Democrats, but as Americans to get 
this right. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER: The Sen-

ator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that at 4:15 p.m. 
today, the Senate proceed to vote in re-
lation to the Coburn amendment No. 
109; that prior to the vote in relation to 
the Coburn amendment, there be 10 
minutes equally divided and controlled 
between Senators COBURN and BAUCUS 
or their designees; provided further 
that the time until 4:05 p.m. be for de-
bate with respect to the Mikulski 
amendment No. 104, with the time 
equally divided and controlled in the 
usual form; that no amendments be in 
order to either amendment in this 
agreement; that at 4:15 p.m. the Senate 
proceed to vote as specified above; that 
upon disposition of the Coburn amend-
ment, and prior to the second vote, 
there be 2 minutes of debate, equally 
divided and controlled in the usual 
form; that upon the use of that time, 
the Senate proceed to vote in relation 
to the Mikulski amendment No. 104; 
with the second vote 10 minutes in du-
ration; and that the next Democratic 
amendment be one offered by the Sen-
ator from California, Mrs. BOXER. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from California. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am not 

going to speak about the amendment I 
plan to offer in the next hour or so. But 
I really have to respond to my friend, 
Senator ENSIGN. Ironically, he and I 
are offering an amendment together. 

I have heard now several of my Re-
publican friends come to the floor with 
the same comments over and over and 

over again: Don’t rush this bill. Well, if 
you came from my State—and I was a 
little shocked to hear Senator ENSIGN 
because his State is going through a 
terrible time—where we have a 9.2-per-
cent unemployment rate and jobs being 
lost every minute, maybe you should 
look inside yourself and roll up your 
sleeves and get to work with us. 

I find it extraordinary that after 8 
long years of Republican rule around 
here, where we saw the debt go from $5 
trillion to $10 trillion, and not a word 
from the other side about fiscal respon-
sibility, with tax cut after tax cut to 
the wealthiest few, an unlimited 
checkbook for Iraq—no problem then. 
We did not hear speeches about the 
grandchildren and the great-grand-
children. Oh, no. All of a sudden, when 
the middle class is hurting, when the 
working poor are hurting, when people 
are losing their homes—not the richest 
of the rich; they are fine; they do not 
have mortgages—average families, sud-
denly my friends on the other side 
come out with their charts: Oh, my 
goodness, a trillion dollars of spending. 

Well, we had a Presidential election 
about this issue, and I think it is safe 
to say the reason the results were as 
they were is because of this economy. I 
do not think there is any pundit or 
even anyone in the Senate who would 
argue otherwise. Remember the turn-
ing point, when the Republicans said: 
The fundamentals of our economy are 
strong? Well, maybe they still feel that 
way. Why don’t they come out and say 
that? They do not want to say that be-
cause it is so obviously ridiculous when 
we are losing 500,000 jobs a month. We 
have lost more jobs in the last 2 
months than there are people who live 
in the State of Delaware. This is where 
we are. So instead of working together, 
our friends on the other side come out, 
one after the other, with the same 
talking points: The Democrats are irre-
sponsible. Well, I ask: Who is irrespon-
sible? People who want to work to ease 
the pain of what is happening in our 
country or people who brought us to 
this point, giving tax cuts to the mil-
lionaires and the billionaires, and a 
war we never should have fought, and 
now they find their fiscal soul. 

I am so disappointed. We have a 
President who has reached out to the 
other side, and all we get are speeches 
from talking points about why we 
shouldn’t act now. I will tell my col-
leagues, if this gets away from us, if we 
can’t get the votes we need—we just 
need a couple of our friends on the 
other side of the aisle—then this is 
going to be the party of Herbert Hoover 
over there all over again, and people 
will come out in the streets, as they 
did during the Great Depression and 
said things about Herbert Hoover that 
I can’t repeat on this floor. People are 
hurting. They are two paychecks away 
from losing their homes. In some com-
munities in my State, one in four 
homes is underwater and is being fore-
closed. 

Now, is this bill perfect? Absolutely 
not. There are things in this bill I 
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would vote to take out; there are a 
handful of things, a small percentage I 
would vote to take out. So if you want 
to work with us on that, fine. But to 
come down to this floor and suggest 
that we are rushing through an emer-
gency bill and that is wrong—it seems 
to me to be coming from a list of talk-
ing points that don’t mesh with re-
ality. So I hope we can change the tone 
of this debate. 

The American people spoke out in 
November, and my friends on the other 
side are becoming the party of no: No, 
we can’t do anything. No. And what do 
they come up with? Tax cuts for the 
wealthy again. That is what got us in 
this fiscal mess in the first place. We 
want to give tax cuts, as we do in this 
bill, to the middle class, to the working 
poor. 

At this point, I would just say to my 
friends, look into your heart, look into 
your soul, and look at reality. 

I wish to say to my friend Senator 
MIKULSKI that I am proud to support 
her amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

KAUFMAN). The Senator from Maryland 
is recognized. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry before the Senator 
from Kansas speaks. Under the unani-
mous consent agreement, whose time is 
now being used? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Maryland is being 
charged. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Did the Senator 
from California speak on my time as 
well? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. How much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland has 51⁄2 minutes re-
maining. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I yield the time to 
Senator BROWNBACK to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas is recognized. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
rise to speak in favor of the Mikulski- 
Brownback amendment in the limited 
amount of time we have. 

There has been a lot of criticism on 
the overall bill from my side of the 
aisle. A lot of it is merited. I really do 
think this has been put together far 
too hurriedly, and it would be much 
better to follow the business of having 
committee hearings. In the Appropria-
tions Committee, we had no hearings 
on this bill, and now we are moving 
forward with a $1 trillion bill. I don’t 
think that makes much sense. I don’t 
think it is wise. I don’t think, looking 
at the economic problems we are look-
ing at that could extend over a period 
of time, that it is wise to spend $1 tril-
lion without having really thought 
about it. 

Be that as it may, the amendment I 
am talking about and supporting with 
Senator MIKULSKI from Maryland is 
one of the sort of targeted pieces of the 

legislation that I believe really could 
deliver lead on the target, and that is 
why I am cosponsoring this amend-
ment. 

It would seem that one of the key 
things that has been emblematic of 
this recession we are in is the lack of 
purchasing of durable goods; i.e., 
things such as cars have just fallen off 
precipitously, and therefore the jobs 
supporting that industry have fallen 
off precipitously. Here is the situation, 
what we are seeing. 

This very simple amendment would 
make interest payments on car loans 
and sales excise taxes on cars tax de-
ductible for new cars purchased this 
year. So you make that interest pay-
ment tax deductible, the excise taxes 
tax deductible, just this year. On an 
average car selling for $25,000, this pro-
vision would save the purchaser about 
$1,500. That is the proverbial lead on 
the target, talking to the consumer 
and saying: If you are in the market 
for a car, you ought to do it this year 
because you have a one-time benefit of 
$1,500, which is significant, which is 
going to help you. We think this is an 
amendment which will actually end up 
moving car sales, helping that indus-
try, helping the automobile manufac-
turers and the whole industry of deal-
erships move us forward. 

This is the sort of spending we need 
to see taking place because the lack of 
economic activity is profound and 
widespread. We have seen it particu-
larly in the auto industry, and the auto 
industry is spread out amongst a num-
ber of States. My State has a major 
GM plant and suppliers in it as well. 
They are not selling any cars. You 
can’t operate a place very long that 
way. 

This is a very targeted, time-specific 
provision. The provisions we have 
talked about need to be temporary, 
targeted, and really hit the measures, 
and this one does all of that. 

I wish to also point out that in this 
amendment—I know some people on 
the Finance Committee are looking at 
it and saying this is not something, 
perhaps, that we have supported or put 
forward. I would ask people in this 
body to just look around at their own 
States and the car sales and the busi-
nesses they have and the auto plants 
they have and see if this is something 
that can really help those auto plants 
move forward and get some sales. 

So I urge my colleagues to support 
this amendment. 

I reserve the remainder of the time 
for my colleague who has put forward 
this amendment if she desires to speak 
any further for it while we have that 
time. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland is recognized. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I was 

here when the Senator from California 
spoke. She didn’t realize it was on my 
time, but the very gracious Senator 
from Mississippi has yielded me a few 
minutes of opposition time. 

I think we all know the arguments, 
and I thank the Senator from Kansas 
for arguing because it shows that this 
amendment is a bipartisan amendment. 
What it does is actually create jobs or 
save jobs in the automobile industry. 

The amendment is simple and it is 
targeted and it is timely. My amend-
ment simply says if you buy a pas-
senger car, minivan, or light truck be-
tween November of last year and De-
cember 31 of 2009, you will get a tax de-
duction for your State sales or excise 
tax and the interest on your loan. For 
the average consumer buying a vehicle 
of approximately $25,000, it would mean 
a $1,500 incentive. 

Now, this is good for several reasons. 
First of all, No. 1, it really is prudent 
from a fiscal standpoint. The money 
does not leave the Federal checkbook 
or the Federal Treasury unless it goes 
to a person who has actually bought a 
vehicle. So no money is spent or put 
into the economy unless it is actually 
used in the economy to buy a car, 
minivan, or light truck. 

It stimulates jobs because when you 
buy a car, it means, No. 1, somebody 
had to make it; No. 2, somebody had to 
sell it, service it, and process the pa-
perwork to do it, and there had to be 
suppliers to also make sure that vehi-
cle was fit for duty. We have in our 
automobile industry 3 million people 
who are dependent on it up and down 
the chain, from manufacturing to sales 
to maintenance. 

In my own home State, let’s take the 
automobile dealer. There are approxi-
mately 700 dealers, and there are close 
to 3,000 dealers nationwide. Each dealer 
employs about 50 people, again, from 
the people who sell them to the people 
who fix them. I have talked to people 
in my own State. The automobile deal-
ers are, in some instances, the major 
employer in rural parts of my State. If 
you talk to someone such as the auto 
mechanic, as I did in Bethesda, and 
other automobile mechanics, they are 
proud of what they do. They fix those 
cars. They have them road-ready. They 
see it as helping the environment, 
making sure people are safe in their ve-
hicles and getting value for their dol-
lar. We want these small businesses to 
stay afloat. 

That is why I think the Mikulski 
amendment is so specific. It only ap-
plies to the automobile industry. 

No. 2, it is timely because it would 
immediately go into effect, and it is 
targeted and limited because it will 
only last until December 31, 2009. If you 
really want to get America back on its 
wheels again and really help America 
get rolling again, supporting the Mi-
kulski amendment will go a long way 
to do that. 

Now, there are those who say: How 
much will this cost the Treasury? I 
just wish to bring to their attention 
that doing nothing will cost our Treas-
ury: more expenditures on unemploy-
ment; the possibility that one of our 
manufacturers could go bankrupt and 
throw this into pension guarantee, 
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which would be a disaster; and in our 
local communities, the heartbreak that 
would result from a shuttered dealer-
ship in a small town on the Eastern 
Shore or in western Maryland would 
really be devastating. It would hurt the 
consumer and hurt consumer con-
fidence. 

If you vote for the Mikulski amend-
ment, supported by people on the other 
side of the aisle, I believe we can really 
get our economy going again. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
If no time is yielded, the time will be 

equally charged to both sides. 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry: Where are we? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The only 
time remaining on the Mikulski 
amendment is under the control of the 
Republicans. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, might I 
ask the Senator from Mississippi for 2 
minutes? 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, if 
there is no one seeking recognition, I 
have no objection to yielding back the 
time, but I wouldn’t want to do it with-
out consulting the distinguished Sen-
ator from Maryland. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I wish to speak for 2 
minutes on the amendment. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana is recognized. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I deeply 

appreciate the Senator from Maryland 
offering an amendment. Just a couple 
of points. I am not going to make a big 
deal out of it. This amendment will 
cost about $11 billion. It reminds me of 
several years ago when Congress elimi-
nated the interest deduction, consumer 
interest deduction. Why? Because there 
is so much consumer debt that is build-
ing up at such a rapid rate. The total 
consumer debt now is about $2.5 tril-
lion. As a percentage of GDP, it is 
about 18 percent. There is a concern 
that this method, this way to help a 
specific industry is one which is going 
to add a lot of additional consumer 
debt. It is also very costly debt at a 
time when debt is becoming a problem 
in this country, public debt as well as 
corporate debt, but also consumer debt. 

There are also other provisions here 
which help the auto industry, which 
got about $13.4 billion in relief in the 
TARP legislation. Through that, the 
30-percent investment tax credit in this 
legislation would help domestic auto 
companies in developing advanced 
technology. In the TARP provisions, 
GM gets $9.4 billion and Chrysler gets 

about $4 billion. Those are direct infu-
sions into the industry. In addition, 
there is $2 billion in grants for the 
manufacture of advanced batteries and 
components, and there are other provi-
sions as well. 

I am not in favor of the amendment. 
I think there are better ways to help 
the auto industry. This is not the best 
way, particularly given the cost. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I rise not for pur-
poses of debate but to add a cosponsor 
to my amendment. I ask unanimous 
consent that Senator WEBB, the Sen-
ator from Virginia, be listed as a co-
sponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak until Sen-
ator COBURN arrives. He is due to arrive 
in about a minute, at 4:05. When he ar-
rives, I will turn it over to him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, this is a 
letter from the Executive Office of the 
President, Peter Orszag, basically stat-
ing the economic need for this legisla-
tion. I will read it in part: 

Last week, we learned that domestic prod-
uct shrank by 3.8 percent in the fourth quar-
ter of 2008, the largest decline in 26 years. 
. . . more jobs were lost last year than were 
lost in any calendar year since 1945. . . . The 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act is 
a well-crafted response to our economic dif-
ficulties. 

. . . it is critical that we jumpstart job cre-
ation with a direct fiscal boost that will help 
to lift the nation out of this deep recession. 
The plan should bolster economic activity 
sufficiently to save or create three to four 
million jobs by the end of 2010. The plan you 
are considering is estimated to meet this 
standard. 

Mr. President, I will not ask unani-
mous consent to print the letter in the 
RECORD, because it has already been 
printed. I just wanted to read how 
many jobs were being lost. 

Again, this is not the perfect solu-
tion. By definition, it is not. All 535 
Members of Congress have a different 
idea on how to do it, but this is a good 
solution. The alternative is much 
worse. If this legislation is not passed, 

more jobs, millions more, will be lost. 
Congress is going—the economy is 
going to be closer to the Great Depres-
sion of the 1930s. For that basic reason, 
let’s get this legislation passed at the 
appropriate time. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the time during the quorum 
call be equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 109 
Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I want-

ed to respond to some comments by the 
chairman of the Finance Committee. 
The explanation of why we have a $250 
million earmark for the movie indus-
try was that when we attempted to 
give them this earmark before, some-
body took it out, and now we are going 
to put it back. The consequence, how-
ever, belies the fact that we are only 
doing this for 1 year. If it is something 
they deserve and it should be equal, 
why wouldn’t it be there every year? 

The second point is that the movie 
industry gets to take advantage of 
every depreciation out there that every 
other business has. There was some de-
bate in the House last year on whether 
they were truly manufacturers. But 
they also now have $15 million for 
every movie in direct writeoffs above 
their depreciation if they produce 75 
percent of those costs in this country. 
If they do it in a low employment area, 
they get another $20 million. To say we 
are righting something that was wrong 
before doesn’t fit with common sense. 
If we are righting it, let’s put it in for-
ever—if that is what we are trying to 
do. But in this bill we do it for 2009 
only. 

The second point I will make is that 
this bill is without any sacrifice. When 
President Obama was elected, one of 
the things he campaigned on was an 
item-by-item look at the Federal budg-
et, to get rid of programs that don’t 
work, get rid of lower priority pro-
grams that might work but are not ef-
ficient and are not a priority. 

Nowhere in this bill is there an elimi-
nation of one Government program— 
not one. There is no line by line. There 
is no attempt to do what we are asking 
Americans to do every day. Here is 
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what we are asking them to do: We are 
in tough financial straits. Go through 
your budget, figure out what you can-
not afford, and eliminate it. 

We have not done that at all with 
this bill. There is no attempt to make 
the Federal Government more effi-
cient. This bill is filled with bloating 
bureaucracies, further lessening liberty 
and freedom by way of having bureauc-
racies decide what we will have to fol-
low. 

I am not against the movie industry. 
I love the movies they produce—the 
vast majority; some I abhor. But I 
enjoy their entertainment and the fact 
that they are profitable and viable. 
They have been very successful this 
last year. They had the best January in 
their history. For us to put a quarter of 
a billion dollars into an earmarked tax 
benefit for the movie industry at a 
time when Americans are struggling 
belies the honor and integrity of this 
institution. 

With that, I retain the remainder of 
my time and yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana is recognized. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, there 
have been several characterizations of 
this provision. It is not an earmark. It 
is treating all industries in America 
the same, giving bonus depreciation to 
all American industries. It is treating 
them all the same. 

A few years ago, this industry was 
taken out for inexplicable reasons. 
This bill puts them back in, in an at-
tempt to treat all industries the same. 
It makes no sense to take out one in-
dustry, when other industries get the 
benefit. It makes good sense to keep it 
in the bill so that all industries are 
treated the same. 

The Senator said this is 1 year, or a 
short period of time. That is true for 
all industries in this bill. The bonus de-
preciation provision we are talking 
about treats all industries equally, all 
for the same length of time. He sug-
gests that if we put it in, why isn’t it 
permanent? He is probably right. A lot 
of it should be permanent, but we have 
to pay for some of this. That is why it 
is not made permanent, as other provi-
sions in the bill are not made perma-
nent. So if all industries are treated 
the same, the film industry is like the 
auto industry and the steel industry, 
and other manufacturing industries; 
they are all the same. That is why this 
provision is in here, to correct a meas-
ure taken out a while ago—wrongly— 
which singled out an industry unfairly. 
This puts it back in so everybody is 
treated the same. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is recognized. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask 
the Senator, if I am a manufacturer 
and I don’t have $15 million that I can 
come up with in bonus depreciation, do 
I still get to write off $15 million? 

Mr. BAUCUS. There is in this legisla-
tion—first, this is treating all indus-

tries the same. Some industries are in 
a loss position and some industries are 
in a profit position. If a company is in 
a loss position, there are other provi-
sions in the Tax Code—which, again, 
all industries should be treated the 
same. If you have a loss 1 year, you can 
benefit from the provisions, with the 
loss carryback provisions, and the leg-
islation has credits, carrybacks. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, let me 
reclaim my time. The fact is, this is a 
tremendous advantage to them com-
pared to other businesses. They already 
have a program from which they get 
$15 million. Then they can add another 
$20 million. The average cost for a film 
is less than 100 million bucks. We are 
writing off $35 million out of the Tax 
Code immediately before this provision 
even begins, and we are going to add 
another quarter of a billion dollars this 
year for just 2009, which would say we 
are going to treat them differently 
than we treat everybody else in this 
country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time has 
expired. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana has 30 seconds re-
maining. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, a very 
quick point. This section in the bill 
does provide a $15 million writeoff, but 
that is for small films. Under the provi-
sions of the bill, the bonus depreciation 
cannot be taken up at the same time as 
the expensing provision. You get one or 
the other. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. The question is on agree-
ing to Coburn amendment No. 109. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-
NEDY) is necessarily absent. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
New Hampshire (Mr. GREGG). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 52, 
nays 45, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 34 Leg.] 

YEAS—52 

Alexander 
Barrasso 
Bayh 
Bennet 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burr 
Byrd 
Carper 
Casey 

Chambliss 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Collins 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Crapo 
DeMint 
Dorgan 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Feingold 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hagan 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johanns 
Johnson 
Kyl 
Lieberman 
Lugar 

Martinez 
McCain 
McCaskill 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Pryor 

Risch 
Roberts 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Snowe 
Specter 

Thune 
Udall (CO) 
Webb 
Wicker 

NAYS—45 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Begich 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Brown 
Burris 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Conrad 
Dodd 
Durbin 
Feinstein 
Gillibrand 
Harkin 

Inouye 
Kaufman 
Kerry 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lincoln 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 

Nelson (NE) 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Udall (NM) 
Vitter 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2 

Gregg Kennedy 

The amendment (No. 109) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 104 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, there will now be 2 
minutes of debate prior to the vote on 
the Mikulski amendment. 

The Senator from Maryland. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, the 

time has now come to vote on the Mi-
kulski amendment that gives a tax 
break to people who go buy a car on 
which they can take a tax deduction on 
their interest and on their sales tax. It 
actually creates jobs by having people 
buy a car, sell a car, service a car, and 
make a car. 

Three million jobs are at stake in the 
automobile industry, and I urge the 
adoption of my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
know the Senator from Maryland al-
ways thinks things through very well, 
but I am going to rise in opposition. I 
don’t do it easily. But this is a time 
when we are in a recession. I know the 
motivation is to help us get out of a re-
cession, but we have a massive amount 
of increase in consumer debt, and this 
is going to just encourage more con-
sumer debt. 

We have other things in the Tax Code 
that help people who buy hybrid cars 
and electric cars, and we have incen-
tives for the automobile industry with-
in TARP. So I have to oppose this, and 
in opposing it, I will do it this way, by 
raising the point of order against the 
Mikulski amendment pursuant to sec-
tion 201(a) of Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 21 of the 110th Congress. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I 

move to waive the applicable sections 
of the Budget Act, and I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 02:46 Feb 04, 2009 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00030 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G03FE6.044 S03FEPT1w
w

oo
ds

2 
on

 P
R

O
D

P
C

68
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1401 February 3, 2009 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-
NEDY) was necessarily absent. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the senator from 
New Hampshire (Mr. GREGG). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—-yeas 71, 
nays 26, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 35 Leg.] 
YEAS—71 

Alexander 
Bayh 
Begich 
Bennett 
Bond 
Boxer 
Brown 
Brownback 
Burr 
Burris 
Byrd 
Cardin 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Collins 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Crapo 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Ensign 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Gillibrand 
Graham 
Hagan 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Isakson 
Johanns 
Kaufman 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lugar 
Martinez 
McCain 
McCaskill 
Menendez 

Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Risch 
Roberts 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Shelby 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Thune 
Vitter 
Webb 
Whitehouse 
Wicker 

NAYS—26 

Akaka 
Barrasso 
Baucus 
Bennet 
Bingaman 
Bunning 
Cantwell 
Carper 
Casey 

Conrad 
DeMint 
Enzi 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Johnson 
Kerry 
Kyl 
McConnell 

Merkley 
Rockefeller 
Sessions 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2 

Gregg Kennedy 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 71, the nays are 26. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to. 

Mr. DURBIN. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 104. 

The amendment (No. 104) was agreed 
to. 

The Senator from Arizona. 
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I am not 

going to be laying down an amendment 
at this time but, rather, speaking gen-
erally about the legislation while an-
other amendment is being prepared. I 
wanted to share some data that we be-
came aware of today, a new Gallup 
poll, which confirms what some of us 
thought, which is the more the Amer-
ican people see about this stimulus 
bill, the angrier they are getting and 
the more they believe it is both waste-
ful and ineffective. It is interesting 
that only 38 percent of the American 
people support this bill as written, 
while 54 percent say it needs major 
changes or should be scrapped entirely. 

In other words, 54 percent of the Amer-
ican people are in agreement that this 
bill should not move forward as it is, 
that it needs major changes. That is 
what Republicans are proposing with 
the better ideas that we want to 
present during this debate. 

It is interesting as well that Inde-
pendents, who were queried by even 
greater numbers, believe the bill either 
needs major changes or should be re-
jected outright. Fifty-six percent of 
Independents concur with that. Most 
Americans said they think the stim-
ulus package either will not have any 
effect on their personal lives or will 
have a negative effect on their personal 
lives. A mere 12 percent said it would 
make their lives a lot better. That is 
the point that many of us have been 
making. People need something that 
will make their lives better. They are 
hurting all over this country. It is a 
shame, when we have an opportunity 
to do something about it, to waste a 
trillion dollars that we do not have and 
that our children and grandchildren 
are going to have to pay back for some-
thing that will not achieve its objec-
tives. 

What I would like to do is speak to 
some of the problems with the bill that 
we believe will not work, will not stim-
ulate the economy, will not create 
jobs, and some of the areas that are 
simply wasteful Washington spending. 

We have heard of some of these 
items. Again, many of these items the 
bill spends money on have an argument 
for them. But it is our view they should 
go to the Appropriations Committee, 
and they should present these pro-
grams to compete with all of the other 
programs which may also have degrees 
of worthiness. When the Appropria-
tions Committee says: Here is the top 
line of the budget for each of our Gov-
ernment departments, then compete 
within that line for the program you 
want to spend your money on. If you 
are worthy enough, then you will get 
funded. If you are not, you won’t. This 
bill simply takes all comers and says: 
Let’s put it in a so-called stimulus bill, 
whether it has any stimulative effect 
or not. I will give a couple examples. 

More cars for government employees; 
this is another bailout for the auto in-
dustry. We are going to do trail main-
tenance for ATVs. Maybe that is a good 
idea. But that should probably compete 
in the budget that ordinarily it would 
be funded from. I know one of my col-
leagues is very strongly committed to 
the idea that we should provide some 
funding for Filipino veterans of World 
War II who assisted our troops. That 
may be a very worthy objective, but 
nobody can argue it belongs in this 
bill. Those are folks in the Philippines. 
It is not going to create American jobs 
or stimulate the American economy. 
We could go on and on with other ex-
amples. The point is, this is more 
wasteful Washington spending. 

American taxpayers are not against 
paying taxes, not against having the 
Government spend money if necessary, 

but they don’t want us to waste the 
money. When we have a crisis on our 
hands, when they need help, to have us 
then just take the 8 years’ worth of 
things we would love to do and haven’t 
been able to get approval for yet and 
tuck them into this bill as spending 
and call it stimulus is bad policy. 

Abraham Lincoln had a great saying: 
If you call a tail a leg, how many legs 
does a dog have? Of course, the answer 
is four. Calling it a leg doesn’t make it 
a leg. That is the point. Calling these 
things stimulus doesn’t make them 
stimulus. They should not be in this 
bill. 

There are other things that suggest 
the bill would not work. We have had 
experience with this before. The cen-
terpiece of the tax item in the bill is a 
tax rebate. Never mind that 26 percent 
of the people who receive this tax re-
bate don’t pay Federal income taxes. 
The problem is, the same kind of tax 
rebate in the amount of $600 last year 
did very little to stimulate the econ-
omy, even though that is why it was 
done. All economists agree that some-
where between 10 and 20 percent of the 
money got spent, and the rest of it was 
plowed into savings. The reality is, 
that is a good thing because Ameri-
cans’ personal budgets are overlever-
aged just as our businesses are. People 
have far too much debt on their credit 
cards, for example. They need to be 
getting that debt paid down and begin 
saving a little more. So it is no wonder 
they would take these tax rebates and 
put them in the bank or pay off a cred-
it card rather than going out and 
spending. That is a good thing for them 
personally, and it is what we have to 
have happen for the recession to finally 
end. 

But in terms of stimulating spending, 
it is not a good thing. It obviously does 
not stimulate spending. Martin Feld-
stein, who actually testified before the 
Finance Committee in favor of the last 
stimulus, has now written that, of 
course, the experts who predicted it 
would not work were correct, it did not 
work. He is now very much of the view 
that we should not repeat that mistake 
in trying to stimulate the economy. 
The problem is, we are talking about 
well over $100 billion which, therefore, 
will not achieve the purpose of stimu-
lation. 

So these are why, when the American 
people see money being spent on things 
that have no business in this bill—it is 
more wasteful Washington spending— 
when they see huge amounts of money 
going toward an effort to create jobs 
that would not do that, they scratch 
their heads and say: Why are these 
politicians in Washington wasting an 
opportunity to help us? Why don’t they 
really get to something that will help 
us? 

There are things that can help. Re-
publicans have some better ideas about 
how to craft this legislation so it will 
actually achieve the objective we want. 
The bottom line is, rather than spend-
ing $1.3 trillion on this bill, we should 
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be providing tax incentives that will 
create jobs. We should use the Tax 
Code to encourage beneficial behavior 
to encourage people to work and save 
and invest and create jobs. That leads 
me to the next subject. 

Our colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle like to say that a significant 
percentage, maybe 36 percent, of this 
bill is taxes. Again, what is tax relief? 
I don’t think you can call tax relief re-
bates when they are scored by the joint 
legislative committee as spending. So 
we have a difference of opinion. Even if 
only a quarter of it is tax policy, what 
kind of tax policy is that? Mr. Presi-
dent, 2.3 percent of the amount of the 
total bill is spent on tax incentives for 
businesses so they can write off their 
equipment purchases and so on that 
might conceivably enable them to hire 
more people. That is inadequate. One of 
our better ideas is to enhance those 
current provisions, expand them so 
that more businesses will be able to 
hire more people and produce more and 
thus help us to get out of the recession. 

There are a variety of ideas that will 
be presented as amendments. One of 
them is an idea that some of our House 
colleagues have: by simply reducing by 
7 percentage points the tax that small 
businesses pay, we believe significant 
new jobs will be created because small 
businesses create the jobs. Big busi-
nesses are trying to hold their own 
right now, but they are losing jobs, and 
they have not been the job creators. It 
is the small businesses that have his-
torically created jobs. We believe that 
reducing their tax liability just by this 
modest 7 points—talking about busi-
nesses with 500 or fewer employees— 
you will have thousands and thousands 
of employers who will be able to buy 
the new equipment, be able to market 
their product or in some way be 
incented to hire additional people. 
That is how we create more jobs. 

We think we ought to focus on where 
this problem started and where a sig-
nificant part of the problem remains, 
and that is in housing. In fact, housing 
values are continuing to decline. We 
know the collapse in the housing mar-
ket is what started all of this. But 
there is nothing that goes to the heart 
of that problem which remains. 

In Arizona, we continue to see hous-
ing values decline. I talked to realtors 
and others last weekend. In some cases, 
over 50 percent of what they are doing 
is foreclosures and short sales in an-
ticipation of foreclosure. So the mar-
ket is in very bad shape. One of the Re-
publican ideas—in fact, we have a cou-
ple of different approaches—is trying 
to provide a floor so housing values 
don’t decline any more, so that people 
are incented to either refinance their 
existing mortgage or to be able to af-
ford a new mortgage, and at the same 
time that this would help individuals 
put more money in their pockets. Be-
cause of the savings they would 
achieve with a lower interest rate 
mortgage over 30 years, it would also 
help to clear up the problem we have 

all heard about in the secondary mar-
ket, the so-called toxic assets backed 
by mortgage-backed securities, the 
value of which nobody apparently can 
figure out. 

If most of the people would refinance 
their existing mortgages at a lower 
rate, say, 4.2 percent, all of the holders 
of those mortgages would be paid off. 
They would all have cash. They could 
either reloan it or they could prop up 
their balance sheets. All of this would 
be very helpful, and we would then 
know exactly what is left. 

What is left are the toxic mortgages, 
and there are other programs that will 
be dealing with that. I believe the 
President’s Treasury Secretary, Sec-
retary Geithner, is poised to talk about 
that next week. There are other plans 
the FDIC and others have. Certainly, 
the TARP funding that has been voted 
on is supposed to help go to those toxic 
assets, the people who are allegedly un-
derwater; that is to say, the value of 
their home is less than the amount 
they owe on their mortgage. 

It is really a two-part problem. The 
Republican ideas are designed to get at 
that problem, the problem that caused 
this whole collapse in the first place. 
Most experts believe it has to be solved 
before we can genuinely begin to work 
our way out. 

There is another problem with the 
bill; that is, there is bad policy in this 
bill. For example, on the infrastruc-
ture, we have Davis-Bacon require-
ments. This adds to the cost of all of 
these projects. I remember a few years 
ago in the little town of Sierra Vista in 
southeast Arizona there was a facility 
to help women with dependent children 
or families that needed aid. If they had 
built the structure to do this, they 
couldn’t afford it because of the addi-
tional cost that Davis-Bacon imposes 
on wages to construct a building. So 
they bought a mobile home instead, 
and because they were buying a mobile 
home, it wasn’t a construction cost. 
They saved thousands of dollars on the 
facility. 

Was it best to have a mobile home for 
this facility? No, it wasn’t. They 
should have had an actual building. 
That is the problem with this par-
ticular policy. I forget the amount of 
money that it cost, but it is signifi-
cant. 

On health policy, there is the com-
parative effectiveness research which, 
in an op-ed in the Washington Post last 
Friday, George Will commented would 
dramatically advance Government con-
trol and rationing of health care. This 
is not good policy. 

There is the neighborhood stabiliza-
tion plan, $2.25 billion. This is the same 
kind of funding that could go to enti-
ties like ACORN, which we stopped 
when we dealt with this last June in 
the housing legislation. But it is 
tucked into this legislation, it is a lot 
of money, it is bad policy, and it ought 
to be taken out. 

The Washington Post, last Friday, 
editorialized about the education ex-

penditures here. They said: Ordinarily, 
we would support more money to sup-
port education, but this is a wasted op-
portunity to reform education so that 
we can actually use this new money to 
better benefit. Otherwise, we are sim-
ply throwing more money at the prob-
lem. Part of the quotation from the 
Washington post was we ‘‘will be wast-
ing more than money.’’ What they 
meant was the opportunity. There is an 
opportunity here to really do some 
good, and rather than just throw more 
money at a problem, why don’t we take 
advantage of the opportunity to really 
do something to reform it? 

This gets me back to the point with 
regard to how these bills should com-
pete in the appropriations process. We 
have a process—it is well established in 
the House and in the Senate—to deal 
with competing appropriations. They 
go over these bills very carefully. Ordi-
narily, they have to make some tough 
choices, to say: This program will go 
into the bill, and this one, unfortu-
nately, is going to have to wait for an-
other year or it is going to have to be 
reformed before we are going to spend 
the money. That regular-order process 
is what we should be using in this case. 

This bill creates something like 34 
new Government programs. Now, those 
two are the kinds of things that are 
scrubbed carefully in the regular ap-
propriations process. Ronald Reagan 
once said: The closest thing to immor-
tality in Washington is a new Govern-
ment program. Once created, it is aw-
fully hard to get rid of. 

Of course, there is a lot more manda-
tory spending in the bill, spending that 
allegedly exists for only 2 years, but 
actually we know there is no way after 
2 years Congress is going to come back 
and cut. In fact, going back to the so- 
called make work pay credit—this $500- 
per-taxpayer rebate—most of the ex-
perts agree this temporary tax rebate 
is not going to change behavior and 
stimulate spending. 

So what is the answer? Well, of 
course—wink, wink, nod, nod—it is 
really going to be permanent. Now, no-
body wants to put that on paper be-
cause the score, the cost, would be as-
tronomical. This body would be embar-
rassed to pass it, and it would not pass 
it. But once it is in there for 2 years, do 
we think we are going to eliminate it? 
No. In fact, the authors of it justify it, 
saying: Well, it actually will work be-
cause it is not really going to be tem-
porary. We are really going to make it 
permanent. That is what we have to be 
very careful of in this legislation— 
committing ourselves to hundreds of 
billions of new expenditures, ostensibly 
temporary—some not even ostensibly 
temporary; they are actually identified 
as mandatory spending for the next 10 
years—but many of them ostensibly 
temporary but will, in fact, be a perma-
nent program. 

One of the reasons I believe the pro-
gram will not work is because less than 
half of all the discretionary funding is 
spent by the year 2011. Now, I hope by 
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the year 2011 this recession is over. But 
you cannot call it a stimulus when 
more than half of the discretionary 
spending does not even begin to be 
spent until the year 2011. 

So another one of the Republican 
ideas, that of my colleague, JOHN 
MCCAIN, is to say: Look, you have to 
spend this within this period of time. If 
you do not, then that authority lapses, 
and we are not going to spend that 
money. I think that is a very sensible 
way to look at it. 

Just one other comment on the tax 
title. We talk about the extension of 
these energy tax credits. Apparently, 
windmills did not get enough in the 
way of tax credits, so we are going to 
extend their tax credit for another 3 
years. You can argue whether that is 
good policy, but you cannot very well 
argue that extending it beyond 1 year 
is immediate spending. By definition, 
you are talking about the second and 
third year. 

On this point, Dr. Christina Romer, 
who is President Obama’s head of the 
Council of Economic Advisors, and, by 
the way, at last count, about 320 other 
economists, including some Nobel lau-
reates, has made the point that tax 
cuts are far more effective in this envi-
ronment than is additional Govern-
ment spending. To this, I just have to 
say, this appears to be a new concept 
here in trickle-down economics, where 
the Government will spend close to a 
trillion dollars—just get it out there— 
and hopefully some of it will trickle 
down to regular people. That is not the 
best way to help people who are hurt-
ing in this economy. 

So we have talked about things that 
will not work in the bill. We have 
talked about excess spending in the 
bill. We have talked about things that 
are not going to really stimulate the 
economy or create more jobs. In fact, 
the cost of the jobs, if you just take 
the cost of the bill and the number of 
jobs created, according to estimates of 
the sponsors of the bill, for each Gov-
ernment job created, it is $646,000. That 
is a lot of money to create a job; in the 
private sector, $242,000. This is not an 
efficient, effective program, and I do 
not believe we can afford a $1.3 trillion 
mistake, especially since we are play-
ing with the money our children and 
grandchildren are going to have to pay 
back. 

Let’s eliminate the wasteful spend-
ing, and let’s deal with the things that 
have to be dealt with first, such as the 
housing crisis, and create tax policy 
that will make sense long into the fu-
ture and will actually help businesses 
create more jobs to help the people of 
our country today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND). The Senator from Penn-
sylvania. 

AMENDMENT NO. 101, AS MODIFIED, TO 
AMENDMENT NO. 98 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 
call up amendment No. 101 and send a 
modification to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
an objection to setting aside the pend-
ing amendment? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPEC-

TER], for himself and Mr. DURBIN, proposes 
an amendment numbered 101, as modified, to 
amendment No. 98. 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the modified amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 
(Purpose: To provide an additional 

$6,500,000,000 to the National Institutes of 
Health for biomedical research) 
On page 130, line 3, insert after the period 

the following: ‘‘The additional amount avail-
able for ‘Office of the Director’ in the pre-
vious sentence shall be increased by 
$6,500,000,000: Provided, That a total of 
$7,850,000,000 shall be transferred pursuant to 
such sentence: Provided further, That any 
amounts in this sentence shall be designated 
as an emergency requirement and necessary 
to meet emergency needs pursuant to section 
204(a) of S. Con. Res. 21 (110th Congress) and 
section 301(b)(2) of S. Con. Res. 70 (110th Con-
gress), the concurrent resolutions on the 
budget for fiscal years 2008 and 2009: Provided 
further, That the amount under the heading 
‘STATE FISCAL STABILIZATION FUND’ under 
the heading ‘DEPARTMENT OF EDU-
CATION’ in title XIV shall be decreased by 
$6,500,000,000.’’. 

Mr. SPECTER. The basic amendment 
calls for the addition of $6.5 billion to 
the National Institutes of Health, and 
the modification provides for an offset 
from the State Fiscal Stabilization 
Fund. 

Before proceeding directly to the dis-
cussion on the amendment, a few ob-
servations about the bill generally: I 
believe an economic stimulus is nec-
essary. We have seen the unemploy-
ment rate rise to 7.2 percent last 
month. Some 2.8 million people lost 
their jobs last year. Each day brings 
new reports of additional people losing 
their jobs. We know the safety net is 
failing. We know there is a need to lib-
eralize bank credit, the foreclosure 
rate is very high, and there is a need to 
provide Government intervention to 
stop the foreclosures. In the midst of 
all of these issues, there is, admittedly, 
the need for a stimulus package. 

I am concerned about the House bill 
in a number of respects. I believe, for 
example, there is insufficient money in 
infrastructure. Pennsylvania Governor 
Rendell has assured me that the spend-
ing on highways, bridges, and roads 
could begin within a period of some 6 
months. 

There needs to be more on the tax 
cut side, in my opinion. There are 
many programs in the stimulus pack-
age which are very good programs— 
programs which I have fought for dur-
ing my tenure as chairman or ranking 
member of the Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education Sub-

committee—but many of these belong, 
really, in the appropriations process as 
opposed to a stimulus. 

It is my hope, as we work our way 
through the bill, that the bill will be 
improved. I would like to see a bill 
emerge from the Senate that would be 
really directed toward stimulus, a bill 
which I could enthusiastically support. 

The amendment which is offered here 
today is for the National Institutes of 
Health, which has been starved re-
cently. During the decade when I 
chaired the Subcommittee on Labor, 
Health and Human Services, and Edu-
cation, with the support of the ranking 
member, Senator HARKIN—who is now 
chairman, and I am ranking member; 
and when Senator HARKIN and I shift 
chairmanship, it is a seamless transfer; 
we work together on a partnership, bi-
partisan basis—together we took the 
lead in increasing NIH funding from $12 
billion to $30 billion. Some years, the 
increases were as high as $3 billion, $3.5 
billion. Lately, with the budget crunch, 
that has been impossible to maintain. 

The cost-of-living adjustments have 
not been made, and there have been 
across-the-board cuts, so there has 
been an actual decline of some $5.2 bil-
lion of NIH funding in the last 7 years. 
This $10 billion allocation, if enacted, 
would correct that. It would give a 
boost and would provide jobs, high-pay-
ing jobs, at a time when the passage of 
the amendment would kill two birds 
with one stone. It would stimulate the 
economy by producing good, high-pay-
ing jobs, and by reducing major ill-
nesses, which I will specify in a few 
moments, it would cut the cost of 
health care. What better way to reduce 
health care costs than to prevent ill-
ness, prevent heart disease, reduce the 
time of Alzheimer’s, and cut back on 
the incidence of cancer? The statistics 
show there would be good-paying jobs 
created by this $10 billion. According 
to NIH Acting Director Dr. Raynard 
Kington, the $10 billion would result in 
the creation of some 70,000 jobs over 
the next 2 years. These funds could go 
out in a range of 6 to 9 months, and 
certainly in less than a year, so it has 
the impact of being very promptly dis-
seminated. 

The benefits are statistically demon-
strable by the high costs associated 
with diseases which these funds are de-
signed to cure or to ameliorate. For ex-
ample, the annual cost associated with 
cardiovascular disease amounts to 
$448.5 billion a year; cancer, $219 billion 
a year; Alzheimer’s, $148 billion; and so 
it goes on down the line. 

The recent statistics show significant 
improvements on these maladies, I 
think attributable, fairly, to the ad-
vances by NIH research. 

For example, between 1994 and the 
year 2004, the number of deaths from 
coronary heart disease declined by 18 
percent and the stroke death rate fell 
by 24 percent. Were it not for 
groundbreaking research on the causes 
and treatment of heart disease, sup-
ported in large part by NIH, heart at-
tacks would most probably account for 
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an estimated 1.6 million deaths per 
year instead of the approximately 
440,000 deaths experienced last year in 
2008. 

The absolute number of cancer 
deaths in the United States has de-
clined 3 years in a row despite the 
growth and aging of our population, 
which is a truly unprecedented event in 
medical history. The 5-year survival 
rate for localized breast cancer has in-
creased from 80 percent in the 1950s to 
98 percent today. That is a pretty en-
couraging figure for people who have 
breast cancer or are fearful of getting 
breast cancer. For childhood cancers, 
the 5-year survival rate has improved 
from less than 50 percent in 1970 to 80 
percent today. The 5-year survival rate 
for Hodgkin’s lymphoma has increased 
from 40 percent in 1963 to more than 86 
percent in the year 2003. For non-Hodg-
kin’s lymphoma, the survival rate has 
increased from 31 percent in 1963 to 63.8 
percent in 2003. Over the past 25 years, 
the 5-year survival rate for prostate 
cancer has increased from 69 percent to 
almost 99 percent. Now, if you take 
anybody who is in the category of 
breast cancer or prostate cancer or 
Hodgkins or non-Hodgkins, those sur-
vival figures are very encouraging. I 
didn’t know—when I joined the Appro-
priations Committee and selected the 
Subcommittee on Labor, Health, 
Human Services and Education and led 
the fight with Senator HARKIN to in-
crease NIH funding from $12 billion to 
$30 billion and to have the National 
Cancer Institute funded by $5 billion— 
I didn’t know I would one day be stand-
ing on the floor of the Senate citing 
statistics which include me. When we 
talk about non-Hodgkins, that is 
ARLEN SPECTER. I was shocked in Feb-
ruary of 2005 to find that I had non- 
Hodgkins; tough chemotherapy, recov-
ery, lost all my hair, got it all back, 
and fine. Then, last year, I had a recur-
rence; more chemotherapy, more reha-
bilitation, maintained my Senate du-
ties, was on the floor, presided over the 
confirmation hearings of two Supreme 
Court Justices in 2005, worked with 
Senator HARKIN, right down the line. 
So those are pretty important statis-
tics if you are one of them—if you are 
one of them. 

It is my opinion that it is scandalous 
in this country that we haven’t done 
more by way of combating these ill-
nesses. I requested an estimate from 
the cancer community of what it would 
take to make a major attack to vir-
tually cure cancer. We can’t talk about 
curing cancer, but the kind of a major 
attack which would reduce cancer very 
materially. We got back a figure of $335 
billion over 15 years. Well, those are 
big numbers, but they would pay off in 
very substantial rewards when you 
consider the cost of cancer is over $200 
billion a year. The cost of heart disease 
is almost $450 billion a year. There are 
ways and economies within the Federal 
budget to deal with those issues. 

Today we are talking about a much 
lesser figure. We are talking about $10 

billion. That would be a downpayment 
and a sign of a serious effort to go after 
these maladies. When you have a stim-
ulus package of $819 billion in the 
House bill—it may go up higher than 
that—this is a relatively small sum. 
When we structured the original bill at 
$3.5 billion, we talked about what 
would be doable. We came up with $6.5 
billion. I am not sure that we didn’t 
make a mistake, that we ought to be 
looking for more of the $800 billion plus 
to deal with these maladies, but at any 
rate, that is where we are. 

Senator HARKIN and I have a little 
difference of opinion on the funding as 
to whether there ought to be an offset. 
My view is it is a minor difference of 
opinion, but one which we are going to 
present to the body for a vote. In look-
ing over the allocation of the entire 
budget, I found there is $79 billion in 
what is called a State fiscal stabiliza-
tion fund. Well, I think there are limits 
as to how we ought to go on stabilizing 
the States’ fiscal policy, but at any 
rate, included in that amount is $24.7 
billion to be used for a wide range of 
public safety and other governmental 
services which may include education 
or may not include education. All of 
these funds are proposed to go out 
under a population-based formula, but 
are in no way targeted to States with 
the biggest economic problems or 
greatest budget shortfalls. 

It is unclear what stimulating effect 
this funding would have, and the pur-
poses of the funding are undefined. So 
when you have almost $25 billion with 
the purposes of the funding undefined, 
it seems to me it is a much better use 
of that money, about a quarter of it, to 
fund the $6.5 billion which is the sub-
ject of the amendment which I have 
just described. 

Senator HARKIN and I have discussed 
this in an amiable way, as we always 
do. He is going to speak next and is 
going to propose a second-degree 
amendment so that there not be the 
offset. I have already stated my pref-
erence to have an offset because we are 
dealing with very serious deficit prob-
lems, and I thought that if it were pos-
sible to do this funding with an offset 
which was reasonable, it would be pref-
erable than adding to the deficit. But if 
Senator HARKIN prevails on his second- 
degree amendment and there is no off-
set, so be it, and we will have reached 
the core principle of trying to get these 
funds into the National Institutes of 
Health. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa is recognized. 
Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, 

first, let me thank my friend and my 
colleague from Pennsylvania, Senator 
SPECTER, for his continued support of 
basic research, biomedical research in 
this country. Ever since I first got on 
this committee back in 1988, Senator 
SPECTER, of course, was chair and I was 
ranking member, and later I became 
chair and he became ranking member, 
and then he became chair and I became 

ranking member. It has passed back 
and forth a lot of times since 1988. But 
the one person who has always been 
consistent in his support of biomedical 
research and support for the National 
Institutes of Health has been my 
friend, ARLEN SPECTER of Pennsyl-
vania. 

I support his amendment, I wish to 
say right off the bat. Everything that 
is in it I support. We do have to bring 
NIH back up to its funding level. I say 
to my friend, one of my proudest 
achievements in the Senate was work-
ing with the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania to double the funding of NIH over 
a 5-year period. To show my colleagues 
how bipartisan it was, it started under 
a Democratic President and ended 
under a Republican President. There 
was one change in there for a couple 
years when I was chair and the Senator 
from Pennsylvania was ranking mem-
ber and then it went back and forth, 
but as the Senator said, that has al-
ways been kind of seamless in terms of 
passing the gavel back and forth. But 
doubling the funding for NIH over 5 
years was a Herculean task and the 
Senator from Pennsylvania was a lead-
er in that effort. We worked hard on 
that, and we got it done. That was in 
2003. 

Now, since 2003, we are 10 percent 
lower now in real funding for NIH than 
we were in 2003. I am sure my friend 
from Pennsylvania would agree that we 
did not work hard on both sides of the 
aisle and with two different adminis-
trations to get this done only to have 
it sort of sit there static, and then 
come back 10 years later or something, 
and then have to double it again. Our 
goal was to get NIH back up to a fund-
ing level so that the number of peer-re-
viewed grants that were funded would 
be closer to the 1-in-3, 1-in-2, 1-in-3 area 
that it had been in the earlier days of 
NIH. By the time we got to the point 
where we started the doubling—and 
that was in 1998, if I am not mistaken; 
it might have been 1999, 1998—we were 
down to where 1 in 10, 1 in 8 peer-re-
viewed grants were being funded. Sad 
to say, we are right back almost to 
that situation again. We are down to 
where maybe somewhere between 1 in 6 
and 1 in 10 grants are being funded. 

Now, what does that mean? That 
means researchers at NIH—let me back 
up here. That means that researchers 
at the University of Pennsylvania, at 
the University of Iowa, at the Univer-
sity of California, at universities in 
New York State, universities in Flor-
ida, universities in Illinois, univer-
sities in Wyoming, universities in Ari-
zona, every State in the Nation gets 
funding through the NIH for research. 
These are universities, basically. So 
this funding goes all over the country. 

So what does that mean, that we are 
now back at the level where 1 out of 6 
to 1 out of 10 peer-reviewed grants are 
being funded? Well, what it means is 
that young researchers—and these are 
people who are at the top of their class; 
these are the brightest of the bright; 
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these are students who have gone 
through either medical school or genet-
ics or biomedicine or biology, a lot of 
different disciplines involved here, and 
they have some ideas they want to pur-
sue, some basic research they want to 
pursue. They are in their twenties. 
They spent a lot of money going to col-
lege. They want to pursue a field of in-
quiry. Now they are told that the aver-
age age for getting their first grant is 
42 years of age. 

Well, if you are a young person and 
you are just out of college, are you 
going to wait around until you are 42? 
No. You are probably going to go to 
work for the private sector, private in-
dustry some place. 

So what we are doing is we are losing 
a lot of bright young researchers. When 
we doubled the funding for NIH, a lot of 
young researchers started there, and 
they are there now, but we are losing a 
whole other generation of these young 
researchers. So that is the effect of 
what has happened at NIH. 

What it means also is that we are los-
ing our preeminent role in the world as 
the leader in biomedical research. We 
have to maintain it. We have always 
been sort of—if you want to talk about 
a city on a hill, when it comes to bio-
medical research, we have always been 
that to the rest of the world. The rest 
of the world looks to NIH. Keep in 
mind it was through the NIH that we 
mapped and sequenced the entire 
human genome, mapped and sequenced 
the entire human gene. Guess what. It 
is out there for researchers all over the 
world. Any researcher anywhere in the 
world can tap into the database at NIH 
and find out all the information they 
want on the genetic structure and use 
that for their research. Guess what. It 
is free of charge. Free of charge. That 
was a great investment by the tax-
payers of this country and already pay-
ing big dividends. 

So it pains me, I know as it pains my 
friend from Pennsylvania, to now see 
NIH going back down again in terms of 
its support. As I said, right now, NIH 
funding has dropped more than 10 per-
cent in real terms since 2003. That was 
at the end of the doubling period. 

Some people might say, Well, what 
does this have to do with stimulus? 
Well, this does stimulate the economy, 
both in the short term and in the long 
term. As I have said many times about 
this stimulus bill, it is two things. One, 
it is to, yes, put people to work right 
away. That has to do with a lot of the 
construction projects that are in here. 
But there are a lot of other things in 
this bill that provide for a foundation 
for solid recovery down the pike—2 
years, 5 years, 10 years from now. Now, 
every time in the short term, when we 
think about NIH in the short term, 
every time a researcher gets a grant, it 
supports an average of seven jobs. Let 
me repeat that. Every time a re-
searcher gets a grant, on average, it 
supports seven jobs. So it is not just 
one researcher in a lab by himself or 
herself; it is lab technicians, post-

operative fellows, research assistants, 
and on and on. So there is a great mul-
tiplier effect. 

There is also a ripple effect from this 
research. Keep in mind this is basic re-
search. These are asking the most fun-
damental of questions. 

Well, maybe the grant has led to 
basic research that will lead to a new 
compound that a pharmaceutical com-
pany wants to develop into a new drug 
that helps save lives. Senator SPECTER 
talked about the research at NCI, Na-
tional Cancer Institute, and the great 
strides they have made. The Senator is 
living proof of that. We watched the 
Senator go through a long hard period, 
and it is wonderful to see him here as 
healthy, vibrant, and determined as 
ever to make sure we fund NIH. He is 
living proof of the great strides we 
have made. So that has a ripple effect. 
If there is more money now in the 
economy, maybe an entrepreneur will 
use some breakthrough on research to 
form a spin-off company. That happens 
all the time, and that stimulates the 
economy. 

As I said, this money goes to re-
searchers all over the country, not just 
to Bethesda, MD, where the head-
quarters is. Very little of it goes there. 
It goes to every State—to 90 percent of 
all congressional districts. So it helps 
the entire country. 

Now, that is in the short term. There 
is a longer term benefit, which is im-
proving people’s health. After all, that 
is the purpose of this research in the 
first place. It is called the National In-
stitutes of Health, not the National In-
stitutes of Biomedical Research. The 
goal is health. In the long term, it is 
going to be a healthier workforce, 
healthier people, cutting down on 
health care costs, making people more 
productive in their lives because of the 
research we do through NIH. We always 
say ‘‘at,’’ but it is ‘‘through’’ NIH. If 
our workers are healthier, they are 
going to be more productive. 

Again, I support this amendment al-
most in its entirety—except for the 
way we are going to fund it. My friend 
spoke about that, and I have a small 
disagreement. The Senator’s amend-
ment would take the money as an off-
set out of what is called the State fis-
cal stabilization fund. Here is the prob-
lem as I see it. 

The State fiscal stabilization fund 
provides critically needed funding for 
education. Just this afternoon, I had 
the presidents of most of the inde-
pendent colleges in my State visiting 
me. A lot of this money will go to help 
them in their colleges. It will help our 
community colleges. A lot of money 
will go to community colleges to help 
retrain workers for the future. Our pre- 
K through 12th grade money comes 
from the stabilization fund. There is a 
lot of money in that stabilization fund 
that goes for public safety and other 
government services. We don’t need to 
be laying off teachers. We need to keep 
our teachers hired. 

That is what this money would go 
for. So I don’t think we ought to be 

cutting into that fund. I strongly sup-
port Senator SPECTER’s amendment— 
the main purpose of it—to increase 
funding for NIH. Again, I just have a 
slight difference on how it should be 
funded. Let’s face it, this whole bill is 
emergency spending. We are up to 
about $900 billion right now. As I have 
said before, a lot of economists, both 
liberal and conservative, have said we 
are not doing enough. We had Milton 
Friedman, President Reagan’s econo-
mist, a very conservative economist, 
who said we may not be doing enough; 
Alan Blinder, Mark Zandi—a broad 
spectrum of economists are saying this 
is one time when we should err on the 
upside not the downside. 

If this whole bill is emergency spend-
ing, why, I ask, should the funding for 
NIH not be the same? Why would we 
want to take it out of education, take 
it out of public safety, out of other 
areas to pay for NIH. This whole bill is 
emergency spending. Quite frankly, I 
think it ought to be. We are in an 
emergency. Things are going downhill 
very rapidly in this country—in my 
State, and I know in every other State. 
Companies are shedding jobs every 
day—9,000 every day. 

Since the whole bill is emergency 
spending, I think NIH ought to be right 
in there with everything else. It is that 
important. I think it ought to be emer-
gency funding, so I have a second de-
gree that I will be offering to the 
amendment by the Senator from Penn-
sylvania that would basically make the 
funding for the amendment the same as 
everything else in this bill. I hope we 
will get support for that. Why discrimi-
nate against NIH? Don’t do that. Put it 
in with everything else. 

With that I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania is recognized. 
Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 

thank my distinguished colleague for 
his kind remarks and comments and a 
reaffirmation of what I said about the 
working relationship we had, the part-
nership, and the seamless transfer of 
the gavel. 

AMENDMENT NO. 178 TO AMENDMENT NO. 101 
Mr. HARKIN. If the Senator will 

yield, I thought the Senator’s amend-
ment was not yet at the desk. I am in-
formed it is. 

I send my second-degree amendment 
to the desk and ask for its consider-
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 178 to amend-
ment No. 101. 

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 2, line 5, strike the following: 

‘‘Provided, further,’’ through and including 
‘‘shall be decreased by $6,500,000,000’’. 
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Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, to 

continue with the two amendments, 
perhaps we can have side-by-side votes. 
Is that satisfactory to the Senator? 

Mr. HARKIN. I will check on that. 
Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SPECTER. Madam President, 
just a very brief comment about the 
offset. The State fiscal stabilization 
fund does have substantial funding for 
education, as represented by the Sen-
ator from Iowa. But there is a portion 
of it—$24.7 billion—which is to be used 
for a wide range of governmental serv-
ices, which may include education, or 
may not. In that $24.7 billion, there is 
wide discretion given to the States as 
to how they are going to handle it. 
Those funds go out under a population- 
based formula, in no way targeted to 
States with the biggest economic prob-
lems or the greatest budget shortfalls. 
The purposes of the funding are unde-
fined, so there is a substantial amount 
of money which may not be used for 
what the Senator from Iowa has de-
scribed, or education. 

As I see it, it is a question of whether 
we are going to add to the deficit of 
$6.5 billion or whether we are going to 
establish a priority where the State 
has the discretion to use it with unde-
fined purposes or use it for the three 
alternatives you have, which are to use 
the $6.5 billion for NIH, which we have 
described, or undefined purposes in the 
State fiscal stabilization fund, or add 
to the deficit. I think we ought not to 
add to the deficit. I think it is pref-
erable to use them for NIH and not for 
the undefined purposes. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
AMENDMENT NO. 178, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that my 
amendment be modified with the 
changes I just sent to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is so modi-
fied. 

The amendment (No. 178), as modi-
fied, is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide an additional 

$6,500,000,000 to the National Institutes of 
Health for biomedical research). 
On page 130, line 3, insert after the period 

the following: ‘‘The additional amount avail-
able for ‘Office of the Director’ in the pre-
vious sentence shall be increased by 
$6,500,000,000: Provided, That a total of 
$7,850,000,000 shall be transferred pursuant to 
such sentence: Provided further, That any 
amounts in this sentence shall be designated 
as an emergency requirement and necessary 
to meet emergency needs pursuant to section 
204(a) of S. Con. Res. 21 (110th Congress) and 
section 301(b)(2) of S. Con. Res. 70 (110th Con-
gress), the concurrent resolutions on the 
budget for fiscal years 2008 and 2009. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Chair. 
I yield the floor and suggest the ab-

sence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
TESTER). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 179 TO AMENDMENT NO. 98 
Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to call up the 
Vitter amendment which is at the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to setting aside the pending 
amendments? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The clerk will report. 
The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. VITTER] 

proposes an amendment numbered 179 to 
amendment No. 98. 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To eliminate unnecessary 

spending) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. ELIMINATE SPENDING AND PRIORITIZE 

INVESTMENTS. 
(a) ELIMINATE SPENDING.— 
(1) FISH BARRIERS.—None of the funds ap-

propriated or otherwise made available in 
title VII of division A for United States Fish 
and Wildlife Management under the heading 
‘‘Resource Management’’, and the amount 
made available under such heading is re-
duced by $20,000,000. 

(2) CENSUS BUREAU.—None of the funds ap-
propriated or otherwise made available in 
title II of division A for Bureau of the Census 
under the heading ‘‘Periodic Censuses and 
Programs’’, and the amount made available 
under such heading is reduced by 
$1,000,000,000. 

(3) FEDERAL VEHICLES.—None of the funds 
appropriated or otherwise made available in 
title V of division A for General Services Ad-
ministration under the heading ‘‘Energy-Ef-
ficient Federal Motor Vehicle Fleet Procure-
ment’’, and the amount made available 
under such heading is reduced by $600,000,000. 

(4) FBI CONSTRUCTION.—None of the funds 
appropriated or otherwise made available in 
title II of division A construction for Federal 
Bureau of Investigation under the heading 
‘‘Construction’’, and the amount made avail-
able under such heading is reduced by 
$400,000,000. 

(5) NIST CONSTRUCTION.—None of the funds 
appropriated or otherwise made available in 
title II of division A for National Institute of 
Standards and Technology under the heading 
‘‘Construction of Research Facilities’’, and 
the amount made available under such head-
ing is reduced by $357,000,000. 

(6) COMMERCE HEADQUARTERS.—None of the 
funds appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able in title II of division A for National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration under 
the heading ‘‘Departmental Management’’, 
and the amount made available under such 
heading is reduced by $34,000,000. 

(7) DHS CONSOLIDATION.—None of the funds 
appropriated or otherwise made available in 

title VI of division A for Department of 
Homeland Security under the heading ‘‘Of-
fice of the Undersecretary of Management’’, 
and the amount made available under such 
heading is reduced by $248,000,000. 

(8) USDA MODERNIZATION.—None of the 
funds appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able in title I of division A for Department of 
Agriculture under the heading ‘‘Office of the 
Secretary’’, and the amount made available 
under such heading is reduced by $300,000,000. 

(9) STATE DEPARTMENT TRAINING FACILITY.— 
None of the funds appropriated or otherwise 
made available in title XI of division A for 
Administration of Foreign Affairs under the 
heading ‘‘Diplomatic and Consular pro-
gram’’, and the amount made available 
under such heading is reduced by $75,000,000. 

(10) STATE DEPARTMENT CAPITAL INVEST-
MENT FUND.—None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available in title XI of di-
vision A for Administration of Foreign Af-
fairs under the heading ‘‘Capital Investment 
Fund’’, and the amount made available 
under such heading is reduced by $524,000,000. 

(11) DC SEWER SYSTEM.—None of the funds 
appropriated or otherwise made available in 
title V of division A for District of Columbia 
under the heading ‘‘Federal Payment to the 
District of Columbia Water and Sewer Au-
thority’’ and the amount made available 
under such heading is reduced by $125,000,000. 

(12) ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM.—None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available in title II of divi-
sion A for Economic Development Adminis-
tration under the heading ‘‘Economic Devel-
opment Assistance Programs’’ , and the 
amount made available under such heading 
is reduced by $150,000,000. 

(13) AMTRAK.—None of the funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available in title 
XII of division A for Federal Railroad Ad-
ministration under the heading ‘‘Supple-
mental Grants to the National Passenger 
Railroad Corporations’’, and the amount 
made available under such heading is re-
duced by $850,000,000. 

(14) DOD HYBRID VEHICLES.—None of the 
funds appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able in title III of division A for Procure-
ment under the heading ‘‘Defense Production 
Act Purchases’’, and the amount made avail-
able under such heading is reduced by 
$100,000,000. 

(15) NASA CLIMATE CHANGE.—None of the 
funds appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able in title II of division A for National Aer-
onautics and Space Administration under 
the heading ‘‘Science’’, and the amount 
made available under such heading is re-
duced by $500,000,000. 

(16) NEIGHBORHOOD STABILIZATION.—None of 
the funds appropriated or otherwise made 
available in title XII of division A for Public 
Housing Capital Fund under the heading 
‘‘Neighborhood Stabilization Program’’, and 
the amount made available under such head-
ing is reduced by $2,250,000,000. 

(17) HISTORIC PRESERVATION FUND.—None of 
the funds appropriated or otherwise made 
available in title VII of division A for Na-
tional Park Service under the heading ‘‘His-
toric Preservation Fund’’, and the amount 
made available under such heading is re-
duced by $55,000,000. 

(18) FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCE CONSTRUC-
TION.—None of the funds appropriated or oth-
erwise made available in title VII of division 
A for United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
under the heading ‘‘Construction’’, and the 
amount made available under such heading 
is reduced by $60,000,000. 

(b) UNDER PRIORITIZED SPENDING THAT 
SHOULD BE BUDGETED FOR.— 

(1) COMPARATIVE RESEARCH.—None of the 
funds appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able in title VIII of division A for Healthcare 
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Research and Quality under the heading 
‘‘Agency for Healthcare Research and Qual-
ity’’ may be available for comparative re-
search, and the amount made available 
under such heading is reduced by $700,000,000. 

(2) HEALTH IT.—Title XIII for Health Infor-
mation Technology shall be null and void 
and none of the funds appropriated or other-
wise made available in title VII of division A 
for Information Technology under the head-
ing ‘‘Office of the National Coordinator for 
Health Information Technology’’ may be 
available for health information technology, 
and the amount made available under such 
heading is reduced by $5,000,000,000. 

(3) PANDEMIC FLU.—None of the funds ap-
propriated or otherwise made available in 
title VIII of division A for pandemic influ-
enza under the heading ‘‘Public Health and 
Social Services Emergency Fund’’ may be 
available for pandemic flu and the amount 
made available under such heading is re-
duced by $870,000,000. 

(4) SMART GRID.—None of the funds made 
available in this Act for Smart Grid shall be 
made available. 

(5) BROAD BAND.—None of the funds appro-
priated or other made available in title II of 
division A for Broadband Technology Oppor-
tunities under the heading ‘‘National Tech-
nology Opportunities Program’’ may be 
available for broadband and the amount 
made available under such heading is re-
duced by $9,000,000,000. 

(6) HIGH-SPEED RAIL CORRIDOR PROGRAM.— 
None of the funds appropriated or made 
available in title XII of division A for the 
High-Speed Rail Corridor projects under the 
heading High-Speed Rail Corridor Program 
may be available for the high-speed rail cor-
ridor and the amount made available under 
such heading is reduced by $2,000,000,000. Sec-
tion 201 of title II of division A shall null and 
void. 

(7) PRISON SYSTEM AND COURTHOUSES.— 
None of the funds appropriated or made 
available in title II of division A for prison 
buildings and facilities under the heading 
Federal Prison System may be available for 
buildings and facilities and the amount made 
available under such heading is reduced by 
$1,000,000,000. 

(c) UNDER GENERAL PROVISIONS.— 
(1) DAVIS-BACON ACT NOT APPLICABLE.—Not-

withstanding any other provision of law, the 
provisions of subchapter IV of chapter 31 of 
title 40, United States Code (commonly re-
ferred to as the Davis-Bacon Act) shall not 
apply to any construction projects carried 
out using amounts made available under this 
Act or the amendments made by this Act. 

(2) PROHIBITED USES.—None of the funds ap-
propriated or otherwise made available in 
this Act may be used for any casino or other 
gambling establishment, aquarium, zoo, golf 
course, swimming pool, or Mob Museum. 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, this 
amendment is very simple and 
straightforward but basic and impor-
tant. This would strike multiple cats 
and dogs, all-over spending provisions 
in the bill to try to begin to establish 
some spending discipline and get back 
to what this bill is supposed to be 
about: creating jobs, stimulating the 
economy, not just spending money and 
growing Government. 

A lot of folks around the country 
have fundamental concerns about this 
bill, and the concerns are this is a huge 
amount of money and there is no real 
discipline and real focus in terms of 
spending that money. This amendment 
is one attempt to begin to correct that. 
It does not do everything we need to 
do, but it begins to correct it. 

Let’s start with the size of this bill. 
This bill is enormous. It is almost $1 
trillion. As one of my colleagues has 
said, $1 trillion truly is a terrible thing 
to waste. We are in a crisis in terms of 
the economy, in terms of the budget, 
and in terms of the growth of the def-
icit and the debt, and we cannot waste 
$1 trillion. 

This is so much money that if some-
one had begun spending $1 million a 
day—$1 million every day—when Christ 
was born, we would not yet be in 2009 
to the full cost of this bill. That is how 
big this bill is. That is how much 
money we are talking about. 

Of course, the argument is we face 
very dire economic times, we face a 
truly horrendous recession—and we do; 
I am not arguing against that fact— 
and that perhaps something that big 
and that dramatic is needed to help get 
us out of it. If that is true, let’s look at 
what is in the bill and see exactly how 
focused it is on real job creation and 
real economic development and real 
stimulus. By that test, this bill fails. 
This bill is not focused. It is not fo-
cused on real job creation and real 
stimulus. It covers the waterfront. It is 
all about a traditional Washington-big- 
Government-spending program after 
program, touching virtually every part 
of the annual Federal budget rather 
than being disciplined and focused on 
items that can create jobs and pump up 
the economy immediately. 

Why do I say that? Let’s take some 
examples. Let’s start with the truly ri-
diculous examples and then move on to 
other items that might be worthwhile 
spending programs but should be de-
bated as traditional spending pro-
grams, not as job creation, economic 
stimulus, because they are not. 

The truly ridiculous: How about fish 
barriers, because in this bill is $20 mil-
lion for the removal of small and me-
dium-sized fish passage barriers. I chal-
lenge anybody on this Senate floor to 
explain to us what this is. But cer-
tainly even if they can do that—and 
very few could—they could not explain 
how that is related to job creation and 
getting us out of this recession. We are 
not going to get out of this very seri-
ous recession by removing small and 
medium-sized fish passage barriers. 

That is truly ridiculous, as it was ri-
diculous to have in this bill, until it 
was removed very recently, significant 
dollars for honeybee insurance. Again, 
I challenge this entire body, any Mem-
ber, to come and explain what that pro-
vision was. But even if they could say 
what that provision was, what it rep-
resented, there is no way they could 
argue that is job creation, economic 
stimulus, getting us out of a very se-
vere recession. 

Or what about the $400 million that 
was in the bill until recently for the 
prevention of sexually transmitted dis-
eases? We can all understand what that 
is, but we immediately know that is 
not job creation, that is not economic 
development or stimulus; it is not get-
ting us out of this recession. Thank-
fully, that was taken out of the bill. 

Let’s move on. There are plenty of 
items that we can at least understand 
what they are, but they are not stim-
ulus, they are not job creation. They 
are typical, run-of-the-mill, Wash-
ington-big-Government spending. They 
are items you find in the annual budg-
et, and almost every major item you 
find in the annual budget is in this bill. 
It is like creating a new budget year 
and sticking it in between 2009 and 
2010. 

We are going to spend $1 billion in 
this bill on the census. Mind you, we 
appropriated $210 million as part of our 
emergency appropriations bill last 
summer—$210 million—but this is a 
bottomless pit. So in this bill, we are 
going to spend $1 billion more on the 
upcoming decennial census. We do cen-
suses. They are important. We can de-
bate it another day, another time, an-
other bill if spending $1 billion, throw-
ing that at the problem is going to 
solve the problem. But it should be be-
yond debate that is it not job creation, 
that it is not economic stimulus, that 
it is not getting us out of this reces-
sion. That is run-of-the-mill, Wash-
ington-big-Government spending. Of 
course, there is line after line of that. 
Almost every major item in any Fed-
eral budget is in this bill. 

There are all sorts of categories of 
traditional Washington-big-Govern-
ment spending. That is about building 
but not building highways or roads or 
bridges, not building jobs but building 
Government. 

FBI construction, NIST construc-
tion—not many people know what 
NIST is. It is the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology. We are 
going to spend $357 million in this bill 
on construction at NIST. 

Commerce headquarters: Construc-
tion for the Commerce headquarters is 
another $34 million. 

Department of Homeland Security 
consolidation: We are going to consoli-
date and, in my mind, that means cut, 
save, and trim. But for some reason 
that consolidation is going to cost $248 
million in this bill. 

USDA modernization: Again, we are 
building Government, we are growing 
Government $300 million. 

We are going to build a State Depart-
ment training facility, $75 million, and 
more State Department capital invest-
ment, another half a billion dollars. 

The DC sewer system: We are going 
to spend an extraordinary amount on 
that system—$125 million, again in the 
home of the Federal Government. No-
where else are those dollars figured but 
in the home of the Federal Govern-
ment. And on and on. 

Again, we may be building. We seem 
to be building big Government and 
Government buildings in Washington, 
DC, not anything else. 

There are all sorts of line items that, 
again, are Government Washington 
programs, traditional spending, not in 
any way focused on job creation, on 
real economic stimulus, on getting us 
out of this recession. 
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DOD hybrid vehicles, $100 million. 

NASA climate change research; neigh-
borhood stabilization; the Historic 
Preservation Fund; comparative re-
search; spending for the pandemic flu, 
$870 million; broadband and the smart 
grid, and on and on. 

Again, we can debate another time 
another bill whether these are reason-
able spending items, but it is obviously 
beyond debate whether it is job cre-
ation, economic stimulus, getting us 
out of the recession. It is not that in 
any focused, disciplined way. It is just 
using this $1 trillion opportunity to 
throw money at every cat-and-dog Gov-
ernment program to use the oppor-
tunity to plus up somebody’s pet 
projects, to build what they have been 
waiting to build at the Commerce De-
partment for 10 years and have not got-
ten the money. Oh, this is a trillion- 
dollar opportunity; let’s do it now. 
This bill is a laundry list of those 
spending programs, of those big Gov-
ernment cats and dogs. No discipline, 
no focus, no demand that it be eco-
nomic development, economic stim-
ulus, job creation. 

In addition, there is another provi-
sion that will cost a lot of money and 
not produce any additional economic 
stimulus, and that is the Davis-Bacon 
language. The Davis-Bacon require-
ments in this bill, mandates, would re-
quire Federal construction contractors 
to pay their workers a wage far above 
the market rate in most places, and 
that wage is basically the union wage 
which is above free market wages and 
rates in most parts of the country. 
That has been estimated to cost an ad-
ditional $17 billion. 

Mind you, that is not a cost out of 
the Federal Government contained in 
this bill, but it is a true cost and it 
should be added to the calculations of 
the cost of this bill. It is not included 
in the CBO score, but it is an actual 
cost, a true cost that should be added— 
$17 billion. It does not produce any ad-
ditional project. It does not build an-
other bridge. It does not build another 
highway. It does not employ anybody 
else. It drives up the cost of those con-
struction projects and goes above the 
market rate in almost every labor mar-
ket in the country. My amendment 
would also strike those provisions. 

All told, Mr. President, my amend-
ment would strike almost $35 billion of 
this miscellaneous, cats-and-dogs 
spending that covers a whole spectrum 
of traditional big government Wash-
ington programs. It would also take 
out that Davis-Bacon language and 
thus save us another $17 billion on top 
of the $35 billion, for a total savings of 
well over $50 billion. 

Now, we are faced, as I said, with al-
most a $1 trillion bill. If we started 
spending $1 million a day on the day 
Jesus Christ was born, we would not 
yet be, at that spending rate today, in 
2009, to the full cost of this bill. So $50 
billion doesn’t do the whole job, but it 
is a start. And I think the American 
people are watching and waiting to see 

if we are even willing to start, if we are 
really going to go to the core of this 
bill and change the core of this bill and 
say, no, we are going to maintain some 
discipline. We are not going to allow 
this to be another spending Christmas 
tree on which everybody gets to hang 
their ornament. This isn’t just a laun-
dry list of big government Washington 
spending programs. This is something 
much more disciplined, much more fo-
cused. 

That is what the American people are 
waiting to see, if we are going to do 
that. They know the bill before us, just 
as the House-passed bill, has no dis-
cipline. It is a laundry list. They are 
waiting to see if we are going to get se-
rious on the floor of the Senate and 
fundamentally change that laundry list 
of government spending, the idea of 
spending everything across the spec-
trum in this bill. 

Obviously, Mr. President, I hope we 
take that important first step by 
adopting this Vitter amendment. Let’s 
begin to enforce some discipline in this 
process. Let’s begin to shave and cut 
those miscellaneous spending items, 
some of which are outright ridiculous, 
others of which may be good programs 
but aren’t economic stimulus, aren’t 
job creation, and aren’t going to get us 
out of this recession in the next several 
months. 

So with that, Mr. President, I urge 
all my colleagues, Republicans and 
Democrats, to join me in supporting 
this amendment and taking an impor-
tant crucial first step—only a first step 
but a very important first step—to get 
back to what this bill was supposed to 
be about: real economic stimulus, real 
job creation, with real focus and dis-
cipline, not just a laundry list of spend-
ing items. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 112 TO AMENDMENT NO. 98 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I have 

an amendment at the desk, amendment 
No. 112, and I ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to setting aside the pending 
amendment? 

Hearing no objection, it is so ordered. 
The clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from California [Mrs. BOXER], 

for herself, Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. BAYH, and Mr. 
SPECTER, proposes an amendment numbered 
112 to amendment No. 98. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be considered as read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To amend the Internal Revenue 

Code of 1986 to allow the deduction for divi-
dends received from controlled foreign cor-
porations for an additional year, and for 
other purposes) 
On page 514, between lines 16 and 17, insert 

the following: 
PART X—INVEST IN THE USA 

SEC. 1291. ALLOWANCE OF DEDUCTION FOR DIVI-
DENDS RECEIVED FROM CON-
TROLLED FOREIGN CORPORATIONS 
FOR ADDITIONAL YEAR. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 965 (relating to 
temporary dividends received deduction) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(g) ALLOWANCE FOR DEDUCTION FOR AN AD-
DITIONAL YEAR.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an election 
under this subsection, subsection (f)(1) shall 
be applied by substituting ‘January 1, 2010,’ 
for ‘the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion’. 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULES.—For purposes of para-
graph (1)— 

‘‘(A) EXTRAORDINARY DIVIDENDS.—Sub-
section (b)(2) shall be applied by substituting 
‘June 30, 2009’ for ‘June 30, 2003’. 

‘‘(B) DETERMINATIONS RELATING TO RELATED 
PARTY INDEBTEDNESS.—Subsection (b)(3)(B) 
shall be applied by substituting ‘October 3, 
2009’ for ‘October 3, 2004’. 

‘‘(C) APPLICABLE FINANCIAL STATEMENT.— 
Subsection (c)(1) shall be applied by sub-
stituting ‘June 30, 2009’ for ‘June 30, 2003’ 
each place it occurs. 

‘‘(D) DETERMINATIONS RELATING TO BASE PE-
RIOD.—Subsection (c)(2) shall be applied by 
substituting ‘June 30, 2009’ for ‘June 30, 2003’. 

‘‘(E) REQUIREMENTS FOR INVESTMENT IN 
UNITED STATES.—Subsection (b)(4) shall be 
applied— 

‘‘(i) by inserting ‘deposited in 1 or more 
United States financial institutions and’ 
after ‘amount of the dividend’, and 

‘‘(ii) by striking subparagraph (B) thereof 
and inserting the following: 

‘‘ ‘(B) provides for the reinvestment of such 
dividend in the United States (other than as 
payment for executive compensation) as a 
source of funding for only 1 or more of the 
following purposes: 

‘‘ ‘(i) worker hiring and training, 
‘‘ ‘(ii) research and development, 
‘‘ ‘(iii) capital improvements, 
‘‘ ‘(iv) acquisitions of business entities for 

the purpose of retaining or creating jobs in 
the United States, and 

‘‘ ‘(v) clean energy initiatives (such as 
clean energy research and development, en-
ergy efficiency, clean energy start ups, and 
clean energy jobs). 
For any purpose described in clause (i), (ii), 
or (iii), funding shall qualify for purposes of 
this paragraph only if such funding supple-
ments but does not supplant otherwise 
scheduled funding for either taxable year de-
scribed in subsection (f) by the taxpayer for 
such purpose. Such scheduled funding shall 
be certified by the individual and entity ap-
proving the domestic reinvestment plan.’. 

‘‘(3) AUDIT.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of the election under this sub-
section, the Internal Revenue Service shall 
conduct an audit of the taxpayer with re-
spect to any reinvestment transaction aris-
ing from such election.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable 
years ending on or after January 1, 2010. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to offer this amendment on be-
half of myself and Senator ENSIGN. We 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 02:46 Feb 04, 2009 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00038 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G03FE6.059 S03FEPT1w
w

oo
ds

2 
on

 P
R

O
D

P
C

68
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1409 February 3, 2009 
have a number of cosponsors, so this is 
truly a bipartisan amendment, and I 
think it is worthy of everyone’s consid-
eration. 

It is pretty simple what this amend-
ment would accomplish. It provides an 
incentive for companies to bring back 
foreign earnings into the United 
States, and those foreign earnings 
must be invested in our U.S. economic 
recovery. 

Right now there is about $800 billion 
sitting offshore because companies do 
not want to bring it in because it 
would be taxed at a 35-percent rate. 
This means, first and foremost, if you 
think about it, that our banks do not 
have any of these funds at a time when 
they are desperate for capital. This 
means that at a time that we want to 
inject dollars into this economy, those 
dollars are sitting offshore. 

Now, we tried this once before. You 
are going to hear Senator LEVIN and 
others attack us for that last attempt. 
So to preempt that attack—I will have 
more to say about it later—I wish to 
show you what actually occurred last 
time that we did this. 

We saw in 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 
2002, 2003, 2004, before we passed our re-
patriation, all of these dollars, almost 
more than $350 billion, sitting offshore, 
not doing the American economy any 
good. When we passed this, those funds 
came back. 

Now, what you are going to hear 
from some of my colleagues is that 
some of the companies did not live up 
to the spirit of the amendment. The 
spirit of the amendment was to bring 
the money home and invest it here at 
home in job-producing activity. 

It is true. That is why, in this amend-
ment we are offering, we have tight-
ened the strings of what the companies 
can do, and we have required an audit 
of each and every company that takes 
this particular tax break. We have said 
that you only can use these funds to 
create or retain jobs, to make capital 
improvements in your business, to buy 
other businesses that will otherwise 
fail, to invest in clean technology. 

We do not allow these companies to 
use any of these funds for golden para-
chutes or high CEO pay. We do not 
allow these funds to be used for divi-
dends. We do not allow these funds to 
be used to buy stocks. Now, I can tell 
you a lot of the companies would like 
to see fewer strings. But Senator EN-
SIGN and I have agreed, in order to pass 
this, we are going to put some tough 
strings on it. That is what we have 
done. 

Now, I do not have to go through the 
litany of job losses we have seen in our 
great Nation. Last month, there were 
500,000 jobs lost. Laura Tyson, former 
Chairman of the Council of Economic 
Advisers under President Clinton, says: 

In the current crisis, even credit-worthy 
and profitable companies face liquidity and 
credit constraints. 

And she said, in essence, that the re-
patriation policies provide a short-run 
stimulus. 

People, if you vote against this, 
know you are voting against a stim-
ulus because those funds will be avail-
able to support the domestic oper-
ations of U.S. companies. If you do not 
want to listen to Laura Tyson, listen 
to Robert Shapiro, chairman of 
Sonecon, former Under Secretary of 
Commerce for Economic Affairs under 
Bill Clinton. See what he says: 

$421 billion in foreign-sourced income cur-
rently held abroad could be repatriated. We 
project that nearly $97 billion of the $421 bil-
lion would go to retaining or creating em-
ployment. 

And he goes on to say: 
Additional funds used for employment 

could save or create an estimated 2.6 million 
jobs, including 2.1 million jobs in manufac-
turing. 

That is a Democratic economist. 
Now, last time, everyone said: Oh, 
nothing is going to come back in. No 
taxes will be paid to the Government. 
That was wrong. As a result of this re-
patriation in 2004, $18 billion in revenue 
was received by the U.S. Treasury, six 
times what some experts predicted. 

Now, 62 percent of the funds were 
spent on worker hiring and training, 
R&D, and capital investments. You are 
going to hear horror stories, and I say 
to my cosponsor from Nevada, you are 
going to hear a litany of horror stories. 

Well, I am going to tell some of the 
good stories. Oracle, a California high- 
tech company, used the funds repatri-
ated in 2004 to outbid foreign competi-
tors to acquire two U.S. companies— 
one in California, the other in Min-
nesota, and to keep the companies and 
their intellectual property in the 
United States. Oracle has increased 
jobs at both firms. 

Intel, another California company, 
used repatriated funds to help build 
new fabrication plants. Now, some of 
the things you are going to hear I do 
not like to hear. I do not like that 
some companies did not act in the spir-
it of the amendment. But the amend-
ment was not tightly drawn. 

Let me say, loudly and clearly, if any 
company or any individual in the 
United States of America does not live 
up to the law, they should be gone 
after by the IRS and have to pay their 
back taxes. That is what is going to 
happen to companies that disobey this 
law. That is clear in our amendment. 

I tell you what we do, we guarantee 
that there will be an audit of these 
companies. Now, I would say to any of 
my colleagues who oppose it, show an-
other case where we pass a tax break 
and we require every company that 
takes advantage of it to get audited. As 
a matter of fact, I think it is a fan-
tastic precedent to set around here, so 
maybe Chairman LEVIN does not have 
to hold hearings if the IRS did its job 
and go after the bad apples. 

We address the issue of fungibility. 
We require that foreign funds must be 
spent in addition to the current spend-
ing level, not to displace money. We re-
quire that. We assure transparency and 
accountability. 

I am proud that Senators ENSIGN, 
BAYH, SPECTER and INHOFE and I have 
come together across party lines. I am 
proud. This is a good amendment. I 
would ask my friends, where we have 
an opportunity such as this in the cur-
rent environment, to inject $300, $400, 
$500, $600, up to $800 billion into this 
economy. 

Now, people are going to say it costs 
money. Joint Tax says it is a few bil-
lion dollars over the first couple of 
years. Let me say, only in the Govern-
ment would there be a cost of some-
thing that actually increases revenue. 
Those revenues were not coming in. We 
have proven it. These revenues sat out 
there all these years until we passed 
the bill. Then they came home and 
they paid their taxes. 

I believe it brought in 16 billion—be-
tween 16 and 18 billion came into the 
Federal Government. So this amend-
ment means job creation, it means 
funding for the banks that need capital 
injection. I am tired of voting for pub-
lic money to fund banks. I did it. It was 
tough. Taxpayer money. I wish to see 
some of this money that is sitting out 
there get injected into the banks. 

You are going to hear horror stories, 
you are going to hear populist argu-
ments. I would put my populism to the 
test. I do not stand here every day and 
endorse tax breaks. I am very cautious. 
But common sense says, you have hun-
dreds of billions of dollars sitting off-
shore, we are not being paid taxes on 
the money. 

They will pay taxes on the money 
when it comes in. We have heavy 
strings attached. We require an audit. 
We have transparency attached. We 
have support from the National Tax-
payers Union, from the U.S. Chamber 
of Commerce, we have support from in-
dustry. They very much would like to 
bring this back but do not want to 
bring it back in a circumstance where 
they are so heavily taxed. 

So we have a choice: We can walk 
away from this amendment and we can 
let $800 billion sit offshore or we can 
learn from our experience the last 
time, where we did take in $18 billion 
into the Treasury. 

But no question, we could have had 
some tighter strings. Senator ENSIGN, I 
have to thank him, because I am sure 
he had some other ideas for some of the 
uses, and I prevailed upon him. I said: 
Let’s allow for a few uses. 

I see that the Senator from New 
Hampshire is here. I wanted to close 
right now in this argument by telling 
you the uses that would be allowed be-
cause I think those are very important. 

Here is the chart, folks. I ask Sen-
ator SHAHEEN to take a look at this: 
These are the sole permitted uses of re-
patriated funds. I hope my colleagues 
who stand and bash this tell me why 
these are not good. 

Why is it not good to hire workers 
and train them? Why is it not good to 
do more research and development? 
Why is it not good to do capital im-
provements which will put people to 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 02:46 Feb 04, 2009 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00039 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G03FE6.061 S03FEPT1w
w

oo
ds

2 
on

 P
R

O
D

P
C

68
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1410 February 3, 2009 
work? Why is it not good to acquire 
distressed businesses to avoid layoffs, 
shutdowns or bankruptcy? Why is not 
good to allow these funds to be used for 
clean energy initiatives? 

Now, I ask that rhetorically. Maybe 
the answer comes back, we do not trust 
these companies. Well, let me tell you, 
we have added an audit. Every com-
pany that does this has to be audited 
by the IRS. It is automatic. So I am 
very pleased to present this 
admendment tonight. I am looking for-
ward to hearing from Senator ENSIGN. I 
know we have a debate for which we 
will stick around, but at this point I 
will yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, first of 
all, I wish to congratulate and thank 
my colleague from California, Senator 
BOXER. A few years ago, we worked on 
an amendment together. Not a lot of 
people knew about it. The first time it 
was voted on in the Finance Com-
mittee, most of the Republicans in the 
Finance Committee voted against it. I 
remember talking to Senator Nickles 
at the time. He was leading the charge 
with the Republicans against the 
amendment, frankly, because a lot of 
people did not understand it. 

It does not sound right that someone 
who invested overseas can bring the 
money back for less than what they 
pay in the United States. But the prob-
lem is that companies, if they have to 
pay a 35-percent tax on the money to 
bring it back, as Senator BOXER and I 
recognized it is common sense, they 
are not going to bring the money back. 

The chart Senator BOXER had clearly 
showed that. Very small amounts each 
year of the profits that companies 
made overseas actually came back into 
the United States, until we passed 
what we called, at the time, the Invest 
in the USA Act. 

The outside economists got it. They 
understood it. They projected—Allen 
Sinai, who was the economist at the 
time, did the studies. He predicted be-
tween $300 and $400 billion would come 
back to the United States and it would 
actually produce tax revenues, it would 
produce jobs. 

Guess what happened, $360 billion 
came back to the United States. The 
Congressional Budget Office, Joint 
Tax, they said only about $135 billion 
would come back, and it would lose 
revenue to the Federal Government. 

Well, a minimum of $16 to $20 billion 
was paid in taxes on the money that 
was repatriated, so it only increases 
revenues to the Federal Government. It 
did not hurt the deficit; it actually 
helped the deficit. The economists have 
studied the indirect and the direct rev-
enue effects of the jobs that were saved 
and the jobs that were created. The es-
timates are closer to $34 billion of addi-
tional revenue, tax revenue to the Fed-
eral Government from the last repatri-
ation. 

So the Invest in the USA Act, which 
Senator BOXER and I worked on in a bi-

partisan fashion, passed 75 to 25 in the 
Senate. It turned out to be a great suc-
cess. So we are trying to put a new 
version of this on this bill. To our 
amazement, the outside economists 
again are predicting that $565 billion 
this time is going to come back to the 
United States. 

There is about $800 billion sitting 
overseas. The companies are not bring-
ing it back. It creates jobs overseas. 
That helps the banks that are overseas 
with their capital. They are not bring-
ing it back because they have to pay up 
to a 35-percent corporate tax rate. 

We want to bring foreign earnings 
back one time. If they bring the money 
back in the next 12 months, we charge 
them a 5.25-percent tax. Well, is not 
5.25 percent on $565 billion better than 
35 percent of zero? 

This is common sense. That is going 
to help the deficit. We have to get real 
about this and put some commonsense 
thinking into this. 

I commend to my colleagues two 
studies: One is by Allen Sinai and the 
other by Robert Shapiro and Aparna 
Mathur. By the way, Robert Shapiro, 
former Clinton adviser, liberal econo-
mist; Allen Sinai, by any stretch of the 
imagination, at best a moderate econo-
mist. These are not rightwing radical 
economists. These are not neoclassical 
economists who are talking about this. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
their conclusions printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
USING WHAT WE HAVE TO STIMULATE THE 

ECONOMY: THE BENEFITS OF TEMPORARY 
TAX RELIEF FOR U.S. CORPORATIONS TO RE-
PATRIATE PROFITS EARNED BY FOREIGN SUB-
SIDIARIES 
(By Robert J. Shapiro and Aparna Mathur, 

Jan. 2009) 
CONCLUSION 

In this analysis, we have evaluated the 
economic effects of the 2004 American Jobs 
Creation Act, which provided one-year of fa-
vorable tax treatment for repatriated profits 
from foreign subsidiaries of U.S. corpora-
tions. Using newly-released data from the In-
ternal Revenue Service on repatriated earn-
ings by industry under this program, we ex-
amined the range of stimulus-related effects, 
including significant positive effects on em-
ployment, domestic capital spending and 
wages associated with the use of repatriated 
profits for purposes assigned under the legis-
lation, as well as significant revenue gains 
for the federal government. 

This report extends this analysis to esti-
mate the effects of a comparable one-year 
policy in 2009. We conclude that a one-year 
policy of taxing repatriated foreign-source 
profits at a 5.25 percent rate, as in 2004–2005, 
would have substantial stimulative effects 
on the current recession and expand capital 
flows in the currently-constrained financial 
system. We estimate that such a policy 
would result in the repatriation of nearly 
$421 billion in foreign-source income held 
abroad, including nearly $340 billion repatri-
ated by U.S. manufacturers. Under the per-
mitted purposes of the 2004 Act, this policy 
in 2009 would result in an additional $97 bil-
lion for job creation or retention, $101 billion 
for new capital spending, and $52 billion to 
pay down domestic debt. The additional 

funds used for employment could create or 
save an estimated 2.6 million jobs, and the 
additional funds used for capital investments 
could lead to long-term average wage in-
creases of nearly 1.3 percent. The policy 
could produce more than $22 billion in direct 
corporate tax revenues and another $22 bil-
lion in individual income tax revenues on 
wage income stimulated by the job creation 
and job retention and by the wage increases 
associated with the additional capital spend-
ing. We further estimate that the policy 
could produce or free up $52 billion used to 
reduce the domestic debt of companies repa-
triating foreign-source income, providing an 
infusion of new capital into the financial 
system equivalent to 21 percent of the $250 
billion provided in 2008 for bank equity infu-
sions under the current TARP program. 

This analysis shows that a temporary pol-
icy of sharply reducing the tax on profits 
held abroad by foreign subsidiaries of U.S. 
companies can play a meaningful role in sta-
bilizing and restoring U.S. employment, cap-
ital spending and wages in the current deep 
recession, and provide additional liquidity to 
the U.S. financial system. 

MACROECONOMIC EFFECTS OF REDUCING THE 
EFFECTIVE TAX RATE ON REPATRIATED FOR-
EIGN SUBSIDIARY EARNINGS IN A CREDIT- 
AND LIQUIDITY-CONSTRAINED ENVIRONMENT 

(By Allen Sinai) 
CONCLUDING PERSPECTIVES 

All-in-all, repatriation of foreign subsidi-
aries’ funds via a program similar to the 
American Jobs Creation Act (AJCA) of 2004 
that allows an 85% dividends-received-deduc-
tion and provides a lift to the U.S. business 
sector and significantly improves the finan-
cial position of nonfinancial corporations. 
The program works through providing an ex-
ogenous lift in business cash flow and then 
through the uses of the new cash flows by in-
creasing corporate condition through the 
uses of new cash flows for capital spending, 
R&D, jobs, and strengthening of corporate 
balance sheets. The overall economy gains in 
growth, jobs, and the lower unemployment 
rate as a result. 

Increased liquidity, less need for credit, 
and much greater cash flow to nonfinancial 
corporations stimulate business capital 
spending and capital formation, R&D, and 
hiring to raise the growth and levels of real 
economic activity. This comes at the cost of 
only a slight increase for inflation. The fed-
eral government budget deficit actually im-
proves, benefiting from the taxation of funds 
that would otherwise be untaxed and left 
abroad and from increased tax receipts be-
cause of a stronger economy. 

Depending upon assumptions made with re-
gard to repatriated funds later in the period, 
there may be no cost to the federal govern-
ment, with net, ex-post new higher tax re-
ceipts and a lower budget deficit than other-
wise from the stronger economy. 

Essentially repeating the AJCA in the cur-
rent context of a credit- and liquidity-con-
strained environment appears to be a ‘‘win- 
win’’ event for all, the exception being those 
countries from which U.S. funds are repatri-
ated. The other cost, which is arguable, is 
the possibility of an incentive to keep earn-
ings abroad, awaiting another one-time tax 
break for repatriation. 

This cost would appear to be minimal com-
pared with the benefit of repatriation to the 
economy, businesses and in the credit- and 
liquidity-constrained situation that cur-
rently exists. 

Mr. ENSIGN. What their studies are 
showing today, as they showed before 
we acted in 2004, is that money is going 
to come back. The Treasury actually 
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will be helped. Jobs will be created in 
the United States. And a side benefit is 
$565 billion comes into the banks in the 
United States to help capitalize the 
banks. What are we all talking about 
here? That our banks don’t have 
enough capital. This, without a cost to 
the taxpayer, brings capital back. 

But in the wisdom of Joint Tax, they 
actually say that this bill is going to 
cost money, that it is going to decrease 
revenues to the Federal Government, 
where all the evidence by outside 
economists as well as all the evidence 
by history shows otherwise. Look at 
this. Every year money being repatri-
ated to the United States, pretty con-
sistent down here, below $50 billion was 
brought back in each year. Guess what. 
We passed the Invest in USA Act in 
2004. Repatriation shot up to $360 bil-
lion. Look what happened the next 
year. It went right back down, and it 
has been down since. 

Mrs. BOXER. Will my colleague 
yield? 

Mr. ENSIGN. I will. 
Mrs. BOXER. I have been advised by 

my staff that Joint Tax today told us 
that in the first 2 years we will get rev-
enues of $5 billion. Then they go off 
and speculate as to what is going to 
happen in 2017. So we can tell our 
friends here, in the first 2 years, Joint 
Tax tells us we are going to gain $5 bil-
lion. Obviously, they are off on that. 
We got $16 billion the last time. But 
even they are saying in the early years 
we gain revenue. I wanted to make sure 
my friend knew that. 

Mr. ENSIGN. I was aware of the new 
numbers coming out of Joint Tax. But 
the outside economists say this will 
probably mean $45 billion in direct rev-
enues, not including revenues produced 
when you actually have people in jobs 
and people paying taxes who are earn-
ing the money in those jobs. We have 
some great examples of what busi-
nesses did with that. 

But let me quote Dr. Tyson, who was 
the chairman of President Clinton’s 
Council of Economic Advisers. She re-
cently wrote a report that said $565 bil-
lion would be repatriated. The money 
would be brought back to the United 
States. She believes it could raise $28 
billion in investment in renewable en-
ergy projects alone, health care initia-
tives, and broadband deployment. 

We have bipartisan economists say-
ing this is going to work. The only peo-
ple who don’t seem to think this is 
going to work are the people somehow 
inside the walls here in Washington, 
DC who don’t seem to get that if you 
have to pay a 35-percent tax, it is bet-
ter to keep the money overseas. 

One of the great American companies 
is Microsoft. Do you know that Micro-
soft has no exports from the United 
States. They have a lot of them from 
Ireland. Guess why. Ireland has a 12.5- 
percent corporate tax rate. If they pay 
that and they want to bring the profit 
back to the United States, they have to 
pay a lot of money, up to a 35-percent 
tax rate. So guess what they do. They 

keep the money in Ireland. They 
produce products in Ireland, and they 
export those products from Ireland in-
stead of bringing the money back to 
the United States and creating jobs 
where they can have exports from the 
United States. From a commonsense 
perspective, it makes no sense to me to 
oppose this piece of legislation that 
will help capitalize our banks. It will 
help improve the capital structure of 
our businesses, because the money, as 
Senator BOXER so eloquently discussed, 
can only be used to hire and train 
workers. It can only be used for re-
search and development, for capital 
improvements, for acquisition of busi-
nesses that may be distressed. That is 
certainly what Oracle did. Oracle 
bought two companies. They outbid a 
German company that was going to 
take 2,000 jobs outside the United 
States. Oracle buys them, keeps them 
in the United States, and then over the 
next few years increases employment 
at both places. Dell built a plant where 
they hired 1,800 workers. Those are 
good things to do with the money and 
more companies will do exactly this. 

We look forward to the debate. I 
think it makes common sense. I thank 
my colleague from California, Senator 
BOXER, who has done great work this 
time as she did last time. I appreciate 
working with her. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, this 
may sound like a good idea, but it 
isn’t. There are a lot of reasons. First, 
it is a question of fairness, fairness to 
American companies that do their 
business in America compared with 
American companies that do their 
business in America and maybe signifi-
cantly overseas. If you are an Amer-
ican company and you are doing busi-
ness in America, let’s say you are 
doing pretty well. You pay the stand-
ard 35-percent corporate rate; that is, if 
you are an American company. If you 
are an American company but you 
have significant overseas operations, 
subsidiaries and businesses in the Cay-
man Islands and other offshore enti-
ties, under this bill you don’t pay that 
35-percent rate that the American com-
pany pays that is doing business. You 
pay a much lower rate under this bill 
and basically pay 5 percent. I think 
that is about it. 

So on the first level, this is totally 
unfair. Here we are, an American com-
pany doing business in America. We 
have to pay the full 35-percent cor-
porate tax rate compared with compa-
nies that have significant revenues 
overseas. They bring it back to the 
United States, and they only pay 5 per-
cent. These are companies that are 
taking advantage of the current tax 
laws by bringing it home, especially 
bringing back home repatriated in-
come. 

Under our tax laws, income by an 
American company earned overseas, 
active income, is not taxed unless it is 
brought home to the United States. 

But when it is brought home, then it is 
taxed at the basic 35-percent rate. 
There are some who claim that that 
revenue overseas is trapped. It is 
trapped overseas. Because they are 
bringing it back home, where they 
have to pay our rate. That is a totally 
unfair mischaracterization. It is not 
trapped. It would be trapped if they 
had to pay a penalty to bring it back, 
say a 70-percent rate. They bring it 
back at the ordinary rate, the rate the 
other companies have to pay. So it is 
not trapped. It is just that companies 
want to take advantage of this argu-
ment that they have to do it to create 
jobs. 

Data shows that the last time we en-
acted something such as this, there 
were virtually no new jobs created in 
the United States. Why is that? Be-
cause companies use this money for 
other purposes. If there were provisions 
in the law that they had to use to it 
create jobs—money is fungible. So they 
say: OK, we will use some of this to 
make our payroll. Then we will use the 
money to pay dividends, go pay stock-
holders, go do something else. It is so 
easy to get around the nominal puta-
tive provisions in this amendment. 

I must say also this is expensive. 
This costs $30 billion over 10 years for 
no good reason. Sure, if I am an Amer-
ican company with significant overseas 
operations and I parked a lot of my, 
say, patent development over in the 
Cayman Islands—and that is what they 
do, many of them, they develop a pat-
ent in the United States and park it 
over in the Cayman Islands, enjoy a 
very low tax rate, and then send the 
revenue generated by that patent back 
to the United States, that is what they 
want to do under this amendment— 
sure, I would like to do that, if I were 
an American company. I don’t want to 
pay taxes, compared with the garden 
variety American company that does 
have to pay taxes. 

There are a lot of reasons why this is 
a bad idea. It will not create new jobs. 
In fact, there is no job creation accord-
ing to a study, which I can put in the 
RECORD, done on the last repatriation 
provision. We also know from the IRS 
that most of the dividends in 2004 came 
from tax havens such as Bermuda and 
the Cayman Islands and other low tax 
jurisdictions such as Ireland and Swit-
zerland. These companies took advan-
tage. It is not illegal, but they took ad-
vantage of the law by parking their op-
erations over in those countries. 

I do not think we should be reward-
ing bad conduct by enacting this 
amendment. This is an enabling kind of 
amendment. It encourages and enables 
future conduct. Where companies 
would say they developed a U.S. pat-
ent, they would sell the patent, put the 
cash in an overseas subsidiary in the 
Cayman Islands, and that sub then 
buys the patent and the money is then 
repatriated back. It is very much at 
the expense of good, solid American 
companies doing business in America. 

This amendment will not encourage 
business to reinvest in America. The 
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last evidence shows it did not happen. 
Money is fungible. A lot of it went to 
stocks and dividend payments. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California. 
Mrs. BOXER. Before the distin-

guished chairman of the committee 
might leave the floor, he said some 
things that are not true, so I wish to 
point out to him that I am holding in 
my hand a report done by Robert J. 
Shapiro and Aparna Mathur. Robert 
Shapiro was a former Under Secretary 
of Commerce for Economic Affairs 
under Bill Clinton. He says that almost 
2 million jobs were created the last 
time we brought the money home. 

Let’s take a look at that chart again, 
because I think it is worth looking at. 
He shows where they were created. Job 
creation or retention: 1.6 million man-
ufacturing. They either retained it or 
created it. He goes through how many 
of them were food industry, paper, 
chemical. 

I can tell you about Oracle, which 
was stated by my distinguished cospon-
sor, that Oracle went in and bought 
companies that were going downhill 
and were going to be bought up by a 
foreign company and saved those jobs. 
I can tell you, because we have the list 
of things that were done. We will take 
a look at Cisco. 

And then my friend, the chairman of 
the committee, talks about these com-
panies as if they are some terrible peo-
ple. Cisco Systems, we should be proud 
of Cisco Systems. Intel, we should be 
proud of these companies. Cisco 
brought back $1.2 billion in 2004. They 
were right here. And it was used to cre-
ate 1,200 R&D engineering jobs in the 
United States. Cisco says they have 
added 8,500 jobs in the United States, 
excluding employees added through ac-
quisitions. 

So my friends who are opposing this 
are going to stand up and throw out 
the horror stories and numbers. We 
have the studies. It doesn’t take a de-
gree—although I have one—in econom-
ics to understand that if money is sit-
ting offshore and it isn’t coming in in 
1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 
and then in 2005, it jumps up and comes 
in, gives $18 billion to the Treasury, 
and according to Robert Shapiro and 
Laura Tyson, we see millions of jobs 
saved, then you can stand up and dem-
agog this thing to death. I could do it. 
They are going to demagog this to 
death. But I have the facts. 

I also want to say that there were 
abuses the last time. The spirit of the 
law was not followed. The law was 
weak. That is why this is a very strong 
amendment. We tie down what they 
can spend. They have to have mainte-
nance of effort. And any company that 
does this must be audited. It is in 
there. You show me another amend-
ment that gives a tax break that does 
that kind of due diligence. 

My friend can stand up there and say 
it didn’t work the last time and it 
won’t work this time. We have evi-

dence to the contrary. We know what 
happened. Even Joint Tax says in the 
first 2 years we are going to make $5 
billion. The whole notion that these 
companies are going to bring the 
money in out of the goodness of their 
hearts, I wish they would. Believe me, 
I wish they would. So you will hear 
more of this attack, and I hope you 
will put it into perspective, because the 
facts are otherwise. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

UDALL of Colorado). The Senator from 
Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I will 
speak briefly. I know others want to 
speak. I asked the Congressional Re-
search Service to investigate this ques-
tion, and I have a memorandum from 
them dated January of this year. It is 
from Jane Gravelle, senior specialist in 
economic policy. Jane Gravelle is a 
very respected analyst at the Congres-
sional Research Service. This is an 
independent study. She has no ax to 
grind except to just get the facts. 

Let me briefly indicate some of the 
findings they have. I will read here: 

The following is a list of firms with repa-
triations and job reductions— 

Not job additions, ‘‘job reductions’’— 
along with the news source, in order of the 
size of the repatriations. The total in repa-
triations for these twelve firms is $140 bil-
lion, or one third of the total repatriations 
of $312 billion reported by the Internal Rev-
enue Service. 

First: 
Pfizer repatriated [in that period] $37 bil-

lion. According to a New York Times Edi-
torial . . . [and lots of other sources] Pfizer 
planned to lay off— 

‘‘Lay off,’’ not add, ‘‘lay off’’— 
10,000 employees. 

I might say, according to Michelle 
Lederer, of Slate Magazine, in an arti-
cle entitled ‘‘The $104 Billion Refund,’’ 
dated April 13, 2008, Pfizer had a 106,000 
job loss in 2005. 

Merck repatriated $15.9 billion and an-
nounced layoffs of 7,000 workers. . . . 

Not additions—layoffs. 
Hewlett-Packard repatriated $14.5 billion 

with a layoff of 14,500 jobs. 
Procter and Gamble repatriated $10.7 bil-

lion . . . and cut jobs by an unspecified 
amount. . . . 

We do not know what that number is. 
IBM repatriated $9.5 billion; it added only 

400 jobs worldwide out of 345,000 [jobs] but 
eliminated 5 million square feet located in 
the United States. . . . 

Pepsi Co. repatriated $7.5 billion and laid 
off 200 to 250 Frito Lay workers. . . . 

The list goes on in descending order. 
The other amounts are not as great. 

So there is ample documentation 
that companies that have repatriated 
did not add; they laid off. Why? It 
makes sense because the money that 
comes back is fungible. They can use it 
for any purpose—any purpose—they 
want. It is not going to create jobs. 
They would like to have it come back 
and say it creates jobs, but it does not. 

Now, my good friend from California 
said: Well, Joint Tax scores this posi-

tively in the first 2 years. That is 
right. But over 10 years, it is negative 
$30 billion, and a positive score does 
not mean jobs. A positive score just 
means there is more money for Uncle 
Sam because they are paying a lower 
tax rate. But that begs the question: 
What are they going to do with those 
dollars? I submit, based upon the evi-
dence we have from the Congressional 
Research Service, they do not use it for 
new jobs. Past experience indicates, if 
anything, it is that these companies, in 
fact, took this money and cut jobs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, first of 
all, there is not fungibility this time. 
Senator BOXER and I worked very 
closely to make sure there were very 
tight uses of the money, and there is 
going to be IRS audits afterward to 
make sure they use the money exactly 
how the bill specifies. 

The other thing is the distinguished 
chairman of the Finance Committee 
was trying to point out the companies 
repatriated money and then laid off 
workers, and he was trying to point out 
that was somehow a causative effect. It 
had nothing to do with it. Ford repatri-
ated $1 billion almost and laid off 30,000 
to 40,000 employees. OK. Ford had a lot 
of other problems. These companies 
had a lot of other problems. 

Hewlett-Packard had huge problems 
going on, and the repatriation made it 
a lot better, so they ended up in a short 
period of time laying off some people, 
but in the long run they ended up in-
creasing American employment over 
the next several years because they 
were in a better financial position. 
That is the way our companies are 
today. You could take a lot of other 
companies during that same period of 
time that did not repatriate a dollar 
and laid off people. So what did repatri-
ation have to do with anything? 

Now, the chairman of the Finance 
Committee brought up that it is a 
question of fairness, that U.S. compa-
nies doing business overseas would 
only have to pay at a 5.25-percent tax 
rate on the money they made overseas, 
while companies in the United States 
pay a 35-percent corporate tax rate. 
Well, I will join you right now in low-
ering the corporate tax rate in the 
United States. I will join you hand in 
hand to lower it. By the way, if you 
lower it, you do not have to do the re-
patriation amendment. As a matter of 
fact, they tell us that at somewhere be-
tween a 20-percent and 25-percent cor-
porate tax rate, you do not have to do 
repatriation because then money can 
flow where money would be used most 
efficiently, and a lot of this money 
would come back on its own to the 
United States. The problem is, the way 
the tax structure is set up today, it en-
courages companies in the United 
States that have invested overseas to 
keep the money there because it is too 
prohibitive to bring the money back to 
the United States. 
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So I ask the rhetorical question, once 

again: Is 5.25 percent of $560 billion bet-
ter than 35 percent of zero or 35 percent 
of a small number? That is really what 
we are dealing with here. So whether it 
is CRS, whether it is Joint Tax, they 
just do not seem to get it. The outside 
economists get it. They understand it. 
That is why their studies show 2 mil-
lion jobs will be created this time, 
maybe more than that. Actually, Sha-
piro actually says it will be about 2.6 
million jobs created or saved with this 
amendment. So I think the facts are 
clearly on our side on this issue. 
Whether it is a fairness issue or what-
ever, the bottom line is we want to 
help the United States of America. 

The last point I will make is, if you 
did nothing with this money—abso-
lutely zero—if we required nothing ex-
cept for the money to come back to the 
United States and come in to our 
banks, wouldn’t that be a good thing 
right now? Common sense: Our banks 
need capital. We need liquidity in the 
United States. Let’s try to follow this 
simple formula: In order to have em-
ployees, you must first have employ-
ers. OK. Are you with me so far? In 
order to have employers, you have to 
have capital. 

Mr. President, $560 billion in capital 
leads to a lot of employees. That is 
capitalism, folks. You need capital to 
have employees. It is a simple formula. 
Let’s get this right. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I have 

been listening to this debate and I am 
kind of, let’s say, astounded by the ar-
guments of the proponents that some-
how or other you can cite the Joint 
Tax Committee for how much money 
will come into the Treasury for the 
next 2 years and then trash the Joint 
Tax Committee for everything else 
they say. They are not outside econo-
mists, we are told; they are inside 
economists. Yet the facts that the 
Joint Tax Committee give us for the 
years 2009 and 2010 are cited as sup-
porting the proponents’ argument be-
cause it shows that money comes into 
the Treasury during those 2 years, but 
in order to sustain their position, they 
have to ignore all the rest of the Joint 
Tax’s position, which is that this costs 
almost $30 billion in 10 years. 

Is it just that the outside economists 
take over the Joint Tax for the last 8 
years? This argument about outside 
economists, inside economists—there 
are economists who differ on things. 
We rely on Joint Tax. These are inde-
pendent, objective economists whom 
we have to rely on, and do rely on, not 
just for some of the things they say, as 
some of the proponents want to have 
it, but for what they tell us about this 
amendment. 

This amendment will cost us over the 
first 5 years, $3 billion—that is Joint 
Tax—over the 10 years, $28.6 billion. 
That is a major loss to the Treasury, 
and we cannot afford it. This is a tax 

gift to those companies that move op-
erations overseas, and then produce 
overseas, and then have no tax on their 
profits because those taxes are deferred 
until they bring those profits home. 
Our tax structure says when you bring 
them home, you should pay the same 
tax as your competitors pay in the 
United States. The companies in the 
United States that do not move oper-
ations overseas, they pay up to a 35- 
percent tax. 

By the way, the Senator from Nevada 
has an argument. The basic problem is 
the size of the tax that we impose on 
corporations. That is the fundamental 
issue. But what the proponents are 
doing is creating a competitive advan-
tage for those companies that move op-
erations overseas because they do not 
pay the 35-percent tax if they do not 
bring back those profits. 

Then, we were told 5 years ago: Let’s 
just, one time—we were assured just 
once—let them bring back this money 
and only hit them for 5 percent. We 
were assured it would be a one-time- 
only deal. It would not be repeated, to 
use the words of the conference report. 
Lo and behold, now the proponents— 
the same proponents—want to repeat 
this. And what has happened—and this 
is not just me saying this; this is the 
CRS saying this—is the companies wait 
for this opportunity believing that 
once again we are going to allow this 
kind of repatriation at a much lower 
rate. They hold money overseas, await-
ing the time when they can bring it 
back at a 5-percent rate instead of pay-
ing the same tax rate their domestic 
competitors pay, which is up to 35 per-
cent. So this ends up—with this kind of 
repatriation, when we repeat it this 
way—being an incentive to keep the 
profits overseas, waiting for the time 
when they can be repatriated at the 
lower rate. 

Now, I want to quote some other in-
side economists since the distinction 
seems to be important to the pro-
ponents, and they are in the CRS. What 
does the CRS say about the 2004 repa-
triation package that was passed? The 
chairman of the Finance Committee 
has quoted the CRS for some of the 
data, and I am not going to repeat 
that. It is pretty powerful as to the 
lack of impact in terms of jobs and in 
terms of investments from that repa-
triation. They are inside economists, 
yes, but objective economists, inde-
pendent economists not paid by any-
body else to make a study. You can get 
economists, I am sure, who are going 
to reach different conclusions on this 
issue. But these objective, independent 
economists, whom we rely upon— 
frankly, I rely on much more than out-
side economists who have all kinds of 
connections to all kinds of organiza-
tions, and no one knows exactly on 
whose payroll they are when they 
make studies—the Congressional Re-
search Service, with independent, ob-
jective economists, what does it say 
about that 2004 bill? 

They say: Imperial evidence is unable 
to show a corresponding increase in do-

mestic investment or employment, 
that the repatriations did not increase 
domestic investment or employment. 
That is what they say. You cannot 
show any empirical evidence. Or put it 
this way—this is their conclusion, not 
mine—their conclusion: That empirical 
evidence does not show an increase in 
domestic investment or employment 
from what we did last time. Little evi-
dence, they say, exists that new invest-
ment was spurred. 

Some outside economists, Foley, 
Forbes, wrote the following: Repatri-
ations—they are talking about in 
2004—did not lead to an increase in in-
vestment, employment, or R&D, even 
for the firms that lobbied for the tax 
holiday stating those intentions. In-
stead, a one-dollar increase in repatri-
ations was associated with an increase 
of approximately one dollar in payouts 
to shareholders. 

Those are outside economists, for 
what that distinction is worth. When 
companies move jobs offshore and they 
make profits overseas, they have a 
competitive advantage frequently be-
cause labor might be cheaper, and that 
is something we should not encourage, 
that movement of jobs. Our Tax Code 
should not give an incentive to the 
movement of jobs overseas. It does 
right now because you defer the profit 
you make overseas and don’t pay tax 
on it. That is already an incentive in 
the Tax Code which, frankly, I don’t 
like, and there may be, hopefully, some 
effort to correct that with this admin-
istration and in this body. But at least 
when they bring back the profits, they 
ought to pay the same tax their com-
petitors pay. 

The argument is made that they are 
not going to bring back the profits, 
that we lose money to the Treasury. 
They, the proponents, cite a study— 
and I believe they are relying on a cal-
culation from the Grant Thornton 
firm, although I am not sure; that 
name has not been used here. But I 
think this is the assessment that is 
being relied upon. Here is what Joint 
Tax said about that calculation: 

It ignored the fact that a significant part 
of the $18 billion in revenues that it attrib-
uted to that 2004 Act would have been col-
lected by Treasury in any event as dividends 
were paid in the ordinary course of business 
over the 10-year budget window. Thus, the 
calculation— 

And this is Joint Tax speaking— 
is not a revenue estimate at all. 

When the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation issued its revenue estimate in 
2004 on the impacts of the 2004 repatri-
ation—a projection of how much addi-
tional tax revenue would be generated 
or lost by that proposal—it projected 
$2.8 billion in additional revenue would 
be generated the first year, but the 
Joint Committee estimated that for 
the 5-year budget cycle, 2005 through 
2009, the repatriation proposal would 
cost the Treasury money—a loss of $2 
billion, to be exact. The revenue esti-
mate for the 10-year budget cycle of 
2005 through 2014 was estimated by the 
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Joint Committee on Taxation to be a 
loss of $3.3 billion. 

We have to rely on these independent 
experts. They may be in-house, they 
may be ours, we appoint them, but we 
have to rely on them. This distinction 
between inside and outside economists, 
it seems to me, if anything, should 
work to the advantage of the inde-
pendent, objective, inside economists 
on whom we rely. These are non-
partisan experts we put in place to give 
us the very projections which we have 
in front of us tonight. Those projec-
tions are mighty clear. Those projec-
tions show, yes, year 1 and 2, there is 
going to be additional money coming 
into the Treasury, but then we start 
losing money big time, and we cannot 
afford to do that. 

Finally, a lot has been said here 
about the fact that there are going to 
be audits of this—and, indeed, the 
amendment does provide for audits—to 
try to determine whether the money 
which comes back into the treasuries 
of these companies is spent for the pur-
poses that are stated in the amend-
ment. But what the amendment does 
not do is require that those funds be 
spent. There is no time limit saying 
that the funds must be spent in year 1 
or year 2. What it does say is that if 
they are spent, an auditor is going to 
try to determine that they are spent 
for the enumerated purposes. But what 
it doesn’t do is provide the requirement 
that those funds be spent in years 1 and 
2, and that is the purpose of the stim-
ulus package. The purpose of the stim-
ulus package is to try to get money 
spent on job creation, and the amend-
ment fails in that very fundamental 
way. It does not require the funds that 
are brought back to be spent for the 
identified purposes. It says if they are 
spent, it must be for those purposes, 
but it doesn’t require that they be 
spent in year 1 or year 2 or year 3 or 
year 4 or whenever. When they are 
spent, they will be audited. That is an 
effort on the part of the proponents to 
avoid the problems discovered the last 
time we did this, but it doesn’t address 
the fundamental purpose of a stimulus 
package. 

So it costs us money—that is Joint 
Tax. The last time we did this, which 
was supposed to be the last time we 
would do this, according to CRS, it did 
not stimulate the creation of jobs, and 
it fails to pass the fundamental test 
that it is not required to be spent for 
the enumerated purposes. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota is recognized. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, there 

has been a generous amount of discus-
sion and debate. In fact, I was sitting 
listening to it and curious that my 
friend from California described those 
who would speak in opposition as being 
engaged in demagoguery before she 
heard the opposition. So there is a 
clairvoyance here, I guess, before we 
have an opportunity to speak on these 
issues. I will not engage in dema-

goguery, but I will not disappoint her 
in my opposition to this piece of legis-
lation. 

Let me describe what this piece of 
legislation is. If you like the notion 
that we want to encourage companies 
to move their jobs from our country to 
other countries, then this is the legis-
lation for you. This is an acceleration 
of what we have done for far too long 
and what some of us have tried to cor-
rect for a long time. There is an unbe-
lievably pernicious provision in our tax 
laws that says: If you have two busi-
nesses right across the street from 
each other and one of them decides 
they are going to fire all of their work-
ers and move to China, and they both 
make the same product and sell the 
same product in the United States, the 
only thing that is different once they 
have moved those jobs to China is the 
company that left our country and 
fired their workers ended up with a 
lower tax bill. What an unbelievable 
thing to have in the middle of our Tax 
Code. I intend to try to correct that 
with another amendment, by the way. 
But this repatriation tax holiday 
amendment is kind of a cheerleader 
amendment for that proposition: Well, 
we like that; in fact, let’s encourage 
more of it. 

Let me straighten out a couple of 
things with facts. Everybody is enti-
tled to their own opinion but not their 
own facts. 

First of all, the corporate tax paid in 
this country is not 35 percent. That is 
a statutory rate. The effective tax rate 
paid by corporations in America is 
around 17 percent, not 35 percent. So 
when we talk about it, let’s talk about 
what is real. All right. So big corpora-
tions on average pay 17 percent. But 
what we have in this piece of legisla-
tion is to say those corporations that 
have, in many cases, moved their 
plants overseas and made profits over-
seas with the full understanding in our 
tax laws that they will at some point 
repatriate those profits and then pay 
the corporate tax rate on those profits 
in our country, this amendment says 
no, that is not going to be the case. 
What we are going to try to do is say: 
If you bring them back, you get to pay 
a 5.25-percent tax rate—not a tax rate 
that ordinary folks pay, a tax rate that 
is almost one-half of the tax rate the 
lowest income folks pay. That is pretty 
unreasonable, in my judgment. Now, 
let me just say that in the ranks of bad 
ideas, the pantheon of bad ideas, this 
ranks way up there. It is tired, old, 
shopworn, and they try to slide it 
through here with a thick coat of legis-
lative Vaseline, just sort of slip it all 
through here while we are debating 
how to promote economic recovery in 
this country. 

Let me just turn to a few facts, if I 
might. This is the New York Times, 
Lynnley Browning talking about the 
one-time tax holiday—this isn’t new; 
we have done this before—in 2004 that 
offered companies the chance to bring 
that money back at a reduced rate of 

5.25 percent. Put another way, the tax 
break gave each company claiming it 
an average of $370 million in tax deduc-
tions. 

So we are probably not at odds that 
the proposition is to give very big tax 
deductions to big companies. That is 
what this amendment is. 

Now, the New York Times. The 
drugmakers were the biggest bene-
ficiaries of the amnesty program—this 
is the 2004 program—repatriating about 
$100 billion in foreign profits and pay-
ing only minimal taxes. That is the 
purpose of this amendment. But the 
companies did not create many jobs in 
return. Instead, since 2005, the Amer-
ican drug industry has laid off tens of 
thousands of workers in this country. 

I was part of that 2004 debate. I re-
member the claims that were made: Do 
this. Give a special deal to these com-
panies. They will create jobs. Well, the 
biggest beneficiaries were the big drug 
companies. They didn’t create jobs; 
they cut jobs in our country. A success 
or failure? It seems to me that is a fail-
ure, and now we have the same propo-
sition back saying: Let’s have another 
round of this. 

Hewlett Packard: $14.5 billion in re-
patriated profits, 14,500 jobs cut. 
Colgate-Palmolive. Motorola. I could 
spend a lot of time, but I got rid of 
most of those charts, so just to show an 
example. 

This is an editorial by the Chat-
tanooga Times: It shouldn’t escape 
Americans’ attention—this is 2005— 
that U.S. companies have disclosed 
plans to repatriate some $206 billion in 
foreign profits—that is as a result of 
the 2004 legislation—under a one-time 
tax break allowed by Congress on the 
grounds—you guessed it—that such a 
big break would ignite a strong spurt 
in growth. The upshot, of course, is 
that no such job spurt appears to be 
materializing. Some have even an-
nounced plans to cut domestic oper-
ations and jobs. 

Colgate-Palmolive repatriated $800 
million in foreign profits and cut 4,450 
jobs and shut a third of its plants over 
the next 4 years. Even the primary ad-
vocate—and I mention this because my 
colleague just mentioned Mr. Allen 
Sinai—even the primary advocate for 
the special one-time break, economist 
Allen Sinai, is now soft-pedaling his re-
duction of 660,000 new jobs over 5 years. 
He now says the efficacy of the tax 
break will be hard to prove. 

Well, some other thoughts about 
this. Michael McIntyre, Wayne State 
University: There is no evidence that 
the tax amnesty added a single job to 
the U.S. economy. 

Michael wrote a piece about this in 
December of 2008. 

Again, Michael McIntyre: Most of the 
repatriated money was used to buy 
back corporate shares and for other ex-
penditures favoring management. Not 
exactly something that fits very well 
in an economic recovery plan. One 
study found that repatriations did not 
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lead to an increase in investment, em-
ployment, or R&D. Instead, a $1 in-
crease in repatriations was associated 
with an increase of approximately $1 in 
payouts for shareholders. 

So much for new jobs. 
Professors Clemons and Kinney, 

Texas A&M research study: On aver-
age, firms appear to have responded to 
the opportunity to reap tax savings 
provided by the act but did not use the 
funds to increase domestic investment. 

Finally, Robert Willens, tax and ac-
counting authority, New York Times 
article: It was basically worked out to 
be one big giveaway. The law never 
took into account the fact that money 
is fungible. 

That is the most important point. 
Money is fungible. You can say it will 
create jobs; it doesn’t mean anything. 
It doesn’t mean a whit. 

So here we are in February of 2009, 5 
years after the last time the proposal 
was made to give a very big tax break 
by saying to some corporations: You 
know what, we have tax rates that we 
want you to pay, but if you are big 
enough and if some of you move jobs 
overseas from our country, we will give 
you a 5.25-percent tax rate. 

Now, this is the Bismarck, ND, phone 
directory. We are not a metropolis and 
we don’t have the largest city in the 
country, but I could go through this 
phone directory and read some names. 
We have a lot of Olsens, by the way, 
and a lot of Schultzes because we are a 
lot of Scandinavians and Germans and 
so on. But I could go through all of 
these names and ask the question: Do 
you think Mr. Copeler would like to 
pay 5.25 percent income tax? I think so. 
I hope so. How about Mr. Clause? 
Would he be able to pay 5.25 percent? I 
am sure he would like it if we just cold- 
called him and said: What do you think 
about this? But no person I am aware 
of will be invited by this Senate to say: 
We would like to give you a 5.25-per-
cent income tax rate—just the biggest 
companies in America, many of which 
move their jobs overseas, and we say: 
We will give you a big fat reward. We 
will claim that you are going to create 
jobs, but we know better because the 
studies are clear. 

As for the studies that have been 
done about the cost of this, we don’t 
have to debate that. This loses $29 bil-
lion in 10 years. There is no debate 
about that. We only have one entity 
that makes those estimates. This costs 
$29 billion in losses over 10 years. 

But the major point—which I assume 
causes the gritting of teeth by those 
who believe it is demagoguery—is we 
have been fighting for years to say to 
American employers: For God’s sake, 
stay here in this country. Don’t go in 
search of 30-cent labor in Shenzhen; 
keep your jobs here. And many of them 
said: Tough luck. Take a hike. We are 
leaving. We are going to go produce 
Radio Flyer little red wagons in 
Shenzhen, China. Yes, it was produced 
in Chicago for decades, years, but 
tough luck, we are firing all of those 

folks and we are producing the little 
red wagon in China. 

We are doing the same thing with 
Huffy Bicycles and with Etch A 
Sketch. I could talk about a hundred 
products that are all in China. We gave 
them all a tax break to leave. Isn’t 
that something? 

This now says to American compa-
nies that own the product that is now 
going to be produced in China: If you 
bring your money back here, we will 
cut your tax rate by 85 percent. 

There is an old country saying, 
‘‘There is no education in the second 
kick of a mule.’’ We don’t have to re-
learn what we knew in 2004. Some of us 
made the case in 2004 that this was an 
unbelievably bad idea, that it rewards 
exactly the wrong thing. I am all for 
tax breaks. I would like to see on this 
bill a 15-percent investment tax credit 
that has an end date to it, which says 
if companies—small businesses and 
large businesses—make these invest-
ments now, before July 1 next year, 
they will get that. I would like to see 
a big investment tax credit and require 
investments in the early period. I am 
all for big tax breaks for consumers to 
buy cars and homes. I would like to see 
people start buying homes and cars 
again. I think that would help the re-
covery. I am not opposed to tax breaks. 
I want us to do things that provide in-
centives to keep jobs in this country, 
to create jobs, and we know—we don’t 
have to guess—this amendment does 
exactly the opposite. I have heard num-
bers and studies discussed. This is not 
rocket science. We have the definitive 
analysis of what happened in 2004. We 
have an estimate of what this will cost 
now. 

We lost jobs in 2004 and forward, and 
this will cost us $29 billion in lost in-
come now. It will say to any other 
company, if you ever think about mov-
ing jobs overseas, understand there are 
enough people in Congress who in 2004 
and 2009 will come up with another idea 
in 2014 and 2019 that will cut your tax 
rate to 51⁄4 percent some day and you 
will never have to pay your full meas-
ure of income tax on profits as an 
American corporation. This rewards all 
of the wrong things. 

I don’t accuse my opponents of 
demagoging. I think they are wrong 
and they are using bad facts. We dis-
agree about that. I agree that there are 
very different opinions on this issue. 
One is wrong and one is right. Ours 
happens to be right. There is only one 
public interest here. The public inter-
est is demonstrable here, not even a 
close question. I hope if we are talking 
tonight, on a day when 20,000 Ameri-
cans lost their jobs—every day some-
body comes home and says, ‘‘Honey, I 
lost my job’’—when we are trying to 
create jobs and restore jobs by creating 
an economic recovery package, we 
don’t have people coming to the well of 
the Senate and saying count me in for 
providing a 85-percent tax cut to big 
companies that moved overseas, that 
we know will not create jobs and we 

know will further deepen the Federal 
budget deficit. 

Mr. President, having given full 
measure and vent to my concern and 
interest, I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California is recognized. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I love 
this debate and I love my colleague 
from North Dakota. I am going to start 
off by saying I have a 9.2-percent unem-
ployment rate in my State. People are 
struggling and suffering. That is why I 
support this amendment, which I was 
proud to work on with Senator ENSIGN, 
Senator BAYH, and Senator SPECTER. 

First, my friend has it wrong. He has 
it absolutely wrong. We are bringing 
money home to America. We are not 
sending money out. It is already gone. 
Look what happened the last time we 
did this. The money came home. Now, 
you can argue theoretically in any way 
you want, but we have the proof. Here 
it is. We passed a law in 2004 and this 
money came home. I say to my friend 
from Michigan, eloquent on the point 
of defending the Joint Tax Com-
mittee—and I ask my friend from Ne-
vada to back me up on this point. I say 
to my friend from Michigan, if I can 
get his attention, that we can worship 
at the altar of the Joint Tax Com-
mittee. I don’t. I don’t because they 
were wrong. They were wrong. It is not 
a theoretical argument. They were 
wrong. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Will my friend yield for 
a question? 

Mrs. BOXER. Yes. 
Mr. ENSIGN. The opponents of this 

measure are saying the Joint Tax 
seems to be the experts we should 
trust. Is my friend from California 
aware, I wonder, that in 2004 when we 
were doing this debate, the Joint Tax 
Committee estimated this measure 
would decrease revenue by $3 billion? 
But is my friend from California aware 
this actually produced to the Federal 
Government a net of $16 billion in tax 
revenue? We were not hurting the Gov-
ernment revenue but helping it? I fur-
ther ask, through the Chair, is my 
friend from California aware that the 
Joint Tax Committee, last year, scored 
this same measure at $18 billion? This 
year, they scored it $29 billion. Was 
last year’s estimate right, or was this 
year’s right? They were so wrong in 
2004 when, by the way, the outside 
economists were right. The inside 
economists were wrong. Was my friend 
from California aware of those facts? 

Mrs. BOXER. I was aware. The Sen-
ator is absolutely right. They said it 
would cost $3 billion from the Treasury 
and, in essence, $16 billion was added to 
the Treasury, and even now they are 
saying over the first 2 years there will 
be $5 billion added to the Treasury. My 
friends don’t talk about that; they talk 
about the long range. 

I also say to my friends who oppose 
us so vociferously, on the other side of 
this, you will find very respected 
economists who believe that the Boxer- 
Ensign-Bayh-Specter amendment 
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makes sense. They are Alan Sinai—I 
don’t know how my friend says he 
backtracked. He said this in December. 
Maybe he backtracked in the last 2 
weeks. In December, he said that repa-
triation has spurred $280 billion in cap-
ital investments over a 5-year period, 
increased R&D development by $7 bil-
lion a year for 5 years, increased Fed-
eral revenue by $82 billion, and will 
create or save up to 425,000 jobs by 2012. 

Mr. DORGAN. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mrs. BOXER. Yes. 
Mr. DORGAN. The Senator asked me 

about backtracking. He made the same 
prediction in 2004 and then back-
tracked. I predict he will do the same 
thing. 

Mrs. BOXER. Joint Tax ought to 
backtrack. They were flat wrong. They 
said maybe $200 billion will come back, 
and $360 billion came back. They said 
we would lose money. We wound up 
with $16 billion added to the Treasury. 
So it is very easy to demagog. It is 
very easy. But my friend has it wrong. 

Then my friend says that effectively 
the corporate rate is only 17 percent. 
Well, if that is true, then this is less of 
a tax break than he is making it out to 
be. You cannot have it both ways and 
say, look at this giant tax break and 
then say the effective rate is 17 per-
cent. I suggest to my friend, as he went 
through the phone book in his State, 
thank goodness, because of the work of 
this Congress, people in the $40,000 to 
$50,000 range don’t pay any taxes. 

I will tell you something. I am rarely 
standing up here and saying a tax cut 
to the business community is stimula-
tive. But this one is, because it was 
stimulative. We have it right here from 
Robert Shapiro, who worked for Bill 
Clinton. He said that jobs saved or cre-
ated were 1.6 million from the last tax 
break. So my friends come here and 
quote Joint Tax as if we have to say 
they are right, when they were wrong— 
just wrong—wrong on estimating what 
would come back, wrong on estimating 
what would come into the Treasury. If 
you read these economists, whom I 
have heard colleagues on this side 
quote constantly—Laura Tyson, Alan 
Sinai, and Robert Shapiro—they are 
saying how to stimulate the economy, 
and this is one way to do it. To stand 
up here and be against it is fine. I don’t 
mind that one bit. But to stand up here 
and be against it because you were for 
the fact that there are corporations 
that have earnings offshore, I abhor 
that, too. I want to bring them home. 
No matter what my colleagues say, 
guess what. This is a free marketplace, 
and they don’t have to and they won’t 
unless they have an incentive. That is 
a fact. We may wish it to be another 
way. 

Look at this chart. Year after year 
after year, very little came back. When 
we took action, all of this came back. 
The reports are in from these econo-
mists—and most happen to be Demo-
crats—that it worked. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, I ask my 
friend from California this question. It 

was brought up earlier that the money 
is going to come back anyway. The 
Senator from California has a chart in 
front of her. I ask her if she could ex-
plain the chart and that the money 
wasn’t coming back until we lowered 
the tax rate. And then it went right 
back up after we lowered the tax rate. 

Mrs. BOXER. My friend is so right to 
ask that. Sometimes debates are dif-
ficult to follow. They are confusing and 
complicated. This is not complicated. 
We know the way the corporations 
were acting before, and we know what 
happened when we took this chance. 
We got arguments from people here 
that money won’t come back and it 
will not be spent here. By the way, this 
is a tight bill. My friend from Michigan 
argues that we don’t force the compa-
nies to spend the money. We don’t 
force them to spend the money. I don’t 
even think that is constitutional. But I 
have to tell you this: Even if the 
money sat in American banks, I say to 
my friend from Nevada, who is my pal 
on this one, wouldn’t that be in and of 
itself a reason to do this? We are 
breaking the backs of taxpayers to 
take $770 billion, I think it is, through 
TARP to capitalize our banks. As my 
friend says, if they don’t spend the 
money right away, they let it sit in 
these banks that need this capital and, 
hopefully, they will start lending, 
which we hope will happen so we can 
get back to an orderly market. It will 
make the banks healthier. 

My view is that this year there is 
more of a reason to do it than ever be-
fore—the terrible recession. We have a 
tight bill that will only allow this tax 
break to be utilized if the money is 
used to create jobs, where they bring 
the money home. That is it. Otherwise, 
they cannot get the break. We have a 
forced audit in here, and I defy my 
friends to find another piece of legisla-
tion that has such an audit—a forced 
audit. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Will my friend yield for 
a question? 

Mrs. BOXER. I am happy to, yes. 
Mr. ENSIGN. A big deal has been 

made of which economists we can 
trust. I ask my friend from California, 
when Joint Tax scored this last time, 
not only were they wrong on revenue 
estimates, but they estimated that 
about $100 billion or so would come 
back to the United States. The outside 
economists estimated between $300 bil-
lion and $400 billion would come back 
to the United States. According to CRS 
this time, according to the study the 
chairman of the Finance Committee 
quoted, $360 billion came back and $312 
billion was used according to the meas-
ures we put in the bill. Was she aware 
that the Joint Tax Committee was that 
far off on their estimates, not only on 
revenues produced but on how much 
money could come back? 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, that is 
right. My understanding is they were 
way off by more than $100 billion. So 
for us to say: Oh, my God, don’t vote 
for the Boxer-Ensign amendment be-

cause Joint Tax says A, B, and C, I say 
to my friend, Joint Tax has been so out 
to lunch on this. They didn’t even 
come close to what happened. 

We can have lots of arguments, but I 
can tell you this: Nobody gains in 
America when that money sits off-
shore. They did not gain in 1997, 1998, 
1999, 2001, 2002, 2003, and 2004. We had 
Oracle buying companies that were 
failing. We had Cisco Systems expand-
ing. Yes, we know there were job lay-
offs. Of course, we know that. If Pfizer 
has a problem—let’s just say they have 
a drug on the market that is causing a 
problem, they are going to lay off peo-
ple. They are going to have problems. 

We do not allow funds to be used for 
dividends. We do not allow funds to be 
used for any kind of golden parachutes 
or CEO pay. We do not allow buybacks 
of stock. We tighten it up very much. 

I hope we can get to the 60 votes. I 
am very confident we will get a major-
ity. I hope we get to the 60 votes. It 
sends a good message. The message is 
we do not like money sitting offshore. 
We want to bring it home and help the 
banks. We want to bring it home and 
help the workers. We want to bring it 
home and invest it in America. That is 
why it is called repatriation. You can 
get up and you can make every argu-
ment in the book, but when you do, I 
think you have to explain to people 
why economists such as Laura Tyson, 
Allen Sinai, Robert Shapiro are very 
clear, why they say that Joint Tax was 
off, why they say that even the last bill 
that was not as strong as this actually 
created and saved jobs, and why they 
predict that if we do this, it will stimu-
late the economy. 

I know my friends would like to have 
a time agreement. I have no problem 
with that whatsoever. If there is to be 
a time agreement, Senator ENSIGN and 
I are very happy to agree to it as long 
as we have full measure to respond to 
speakers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time until 
8:15 p.m. be for debate with respect to 
the Boxer-Ensign amendment No. 112, 
with the time equally divided and con-
trolled by Senators BOXER and BAUCUS 
or their designees, and that no amend-
ment be in order to the amendment 
prior to a vote in relation to the 
amendment; further, that the Vitter 
amendment No. 179 not be divisible. 

Mr. LEVIN. Reserving the right to 
object, I believe a point of order lies 
against this amendment. Does that 
preclude—— 

Mr. BAUCUS. No. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I might 

add, I ask unanimous consent that pro-
vided further, at 8:15 p.m., the Senate 
proceed to vote in relation to the Boxer 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mrs. BOXER. Reserving the right to 
object, I don’t understand what we are 
doing. 
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Mr. BAUCUS. We are going to vote at 

8:15 p.m. and the time is equally di-
vided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. I would agree to that, 
happily, if we can have 1 minute prior 
to the vote to restate. 

Mr. BAUCUS. The Senator controls 
time so she can get that 1 minute. That 
is a gentleman’s agreement, or gentle-
lady. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from New Mex-
ico. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, part 
of this discussion has been what mes-
sage does this amendment send. I will 
tell you what message it would send to 
me if we adopt this amendment. It 
sends a message to all corporations 
that do business overseas that they are 
never going to have to pay the regular 
corporate tax in this country on any 
earnings overseas. They are going to 
have to pay those on earnings in this 
country. If they keep a plant here and 
keep hiring people here, they are going 
to have to pay the regular corporate 
tax rate. But if they move those oper-
ations overseas, then they will be as-
sured, with pretty good certainty, that 
every 4 or 5 years, Congress is going to 
come along and give them a 5.25-per-
cent tax rate that they can bring those 
profits back with. I think that is a ter-
rible message for us to be sending to 
U.S. corporations. 

Part of the discussion has also been 
that U.S. corporations have to pay too 
much in taxes. I know Senator DORGAN 
said the effective tax rate, in his view, 
was 17 percent. I asked research to be 
done, and I want to show this chart so 
people can know what it says. The 
source for this information is the Orga-
nization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development, OECD. What this shows 
is that the effective corporate tax rate 
in this country—this is on profits gen-
erated in this country—the effective 
corporate tax rate is 13.4 percent. The 
average OECD corporate tax rate is 16.1 
percent. We are way down on the list 
compared to most other industrial 
countries we compete against as far as 
the level of corporate tax we impose. 

This amendment would say that this 
13.4 percent is too high. What we need 
to do is say if you are going to gen-
erate your profits overseas, we are 
going to give you a special deal. As an 
incentive to put more of your oper-
ations overseas, we are going to give 
you a 5.25-percent tax rate on the prof-
its you generate over there. To me that 
is just contrary to exactly what we are 
trying to do with this underlying legis-
lation. The purpose of this legislation 
should be to stimulate job creation in 
this country. This amendment, to my 
mind, has the opposite effect. It pro-
motes and incentivizes companies to 
move their jobs overseas. 

I strongly oppose the amendment. I 
hope my colleagues will vote against 
it. I am one of those who voted for it 
the first time we did it because I be-
lieved what was said at that time, 
which was it was a one-time tax holi-
day. I did not realize that every 4 or 5 
years we were going to be faced with 
another proposal to do the same thing. 

If we want to redo the corporate tax 
rate, that is a good debate. We ought to 
have that debate. We ought to have it 
in the Finance Committee. But we 
should not be in a de facto way pro-
viding for a 5.25-percent corporate tax 
rate for anyone who is willing to earn 
their profits overseas. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mrs. BOXER. I yield to Senator EN-

SIGN for as much time as he may con-
sume. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, I wish to 
make a couple points. Once again, I 
wish to get back to some common 
sense. Is it better for the money to be 
overseas, or is it better for the money 
to be in the United States? If it is over-
seas, it creates jobs. If it is in the 
United States, it can create jobs in the 
United States. That is the bottom line. 

On the chart my friend from Cali-
fornia showed earlier, the money was 
not coming back to the United States 
in any significant amounts until we 
passed the 2004 ‘‘Invest in the USA 
Act.’’ And then the next year, $360 bil-
lion came back to the United States. 
After that, it went back down as far as 
the money coming back into the 
United States. 

By common sense, we have to know 
that the money is not going to come 
back to the United States. By doing 
this, we are not encouraging companies 
to go overseas. Quite frankly—and I 
said to my friend, the chairman of the 
Finance Committee—if he wants to 
lower the corporate tax rate, I would 
join him right now. As a matter of fact, 
I may be offering an amendment to do 
that because I believe that our cor-
porate tax rate, being the second high-
est in the industrialized world, is too 
high, and it encourages other compa-
nies to go overseas. But we cannot do 
that. We do not have enough bipartisan 
support to do that. 

Here we have a bipartisan measure. 
Very few things happen on this bill in 
a bipartisan way. This is truly bipar-
tisan. The four sponsors of this amend-
ment—two Democrats, two Repub-
licans—are working together. The last 
time this bill passed the Senate was a 
75-to-25 bipartisan vote. That should 
show us right now a lot of people 
looked at this and said it was a good 
idea, and a lot of people are looking at 
this again. It is a good idea because it 
makes common sense to bring money 
back into the United States to create 
jobs in the United States. 

I will just say, if Joint Tax was 
wrong a few years ago, they are prob-

ably wrong again. As a matter of fact, 
I cannot even believe the last year they 
scored a repatriation bill with a larger 
scope at around $15.9 billion. This year 
they are scoring a more narrowly tai-
lored version at almost $29 billion. In 
one year, they are that far off, and 
they were totally wrong back in 2004. 

The outside economists are saying 
this is going to save or create over 2 
million jobs. Isn’t that what we are 
about, trying to create and save jobs in 
this bill? This particular amendment, 
even if it did cost the money Joint Tax 
is saying, creates more jobs for the dol-
lar than anything else in this entire 
stimulus package. 

We ought to adopt this amendment. 
It is common sense, and we ought to 
put common sense to work when we are 
trying to save the U.S economy. 

I reserve the remainder of our time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I yield 4 

minutes to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts, Mr. KERRY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank 
the Finance Committee chairman. Let 
me suggest to colleagues why this is 
not common sense, and I think experi-
ence tells us it is not common sense on 
this bill at this time, where the pur-
pose is to create jobs and to try to get 
the maximum return on our invest-
ment of the American taxpayers’ dol-
lar. 

The fact is, I voted for this, too, back 
in 2004. This was the America Jobs Cre-
ation Act of 2004. At the time, it was 
argued that this was going to create 
jobs. I, personally, believe in macro tax 
policy. If we were reforming tax policy, 
it might make sense to suggest that re-
patriated profits ought to be taxed at a 
lower rate as part of a broader tax re-
form and that policy of deferral ought 
to be revisited but not as part of this 
legislation. 

The reason for that is very simple. 
During the 1-year period during which 
U.S. multinational corporations were 
able to bring profits back at a lower 
rate, the result was simply not what 
was promised by the supporters. Yes, it 
did result in a substantial increase in 
the repatriation, but it did not increase 
domestic investment or employment, 
and that is the measure by which we 
ought to be making a judgment. 

The 2004 provision resulted in $312 
billion being repatriated. In fact, one- 
third of all offshore earnings was repa-
triated. Ten firms accounted for about 
42 percent of that repatriation. 

The fact is that many of the firms 
that benefited from this during that 
period of time laid off workers after 
they brought that money back. They 
passed on the benefits to their share-
holders. Pfizer repatriated approxi-
mately $37 billion and cut 3,500 jobs in 
2005. Another company that benefited 
cut 7,000 jobs. 

So the bottom line is, common sense 
tells you, if you tried something once 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 03:31 Feb 04, 2009 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00047 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G03FE6.079 S03FEPT1w
w

oo
ds

2 
on

 P
R

O
D

P
C

68
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1418 February 3, 2009 
and it didn’t work, don’t repeat the 
same mistake. 

Secondly, with respect to what the 
Senator from New Mexico said, don’t 
repeat a mistake so soon after you 
have already made it so that the mes-
sage to everybody is: Oh, you can go 
overseas, you can create any company 
you want and, eventually, Congress is 
going to fold and wind up giving you a 
much lower tax rate when you bring it 
home. 

Moreover, the provisions in here that 
suggest there is some limitation on 
how the money is going to be spent do 
not get the job done. One of the limita-
tions is that you put it into research 
and development. You have an existing 
research and development entity that 
doesn’t create a job, certainly not in 
the near term. You also can do acquisi-
tions of a business entity for the pur-
pose of retaining and creating jobs. 
That could be just about anything. You 
can argue that is the purpose, but it 
doesn’t necessarily have the impact 
and there is absolutely no enforcement 
mechanism and no way to measure it. 

At a time when we are fighting over 
diminished resources and what we are 
going to do, it seems to me this provi-
sion is simply not going to guarantee 
us the kind of provision of jobs we 
need. Past history shows that very few 
companies actually benefit. 

I think having this tax holiday again 
so soon without broader tax reform is 
not the way we ought to be approach-
ing this issue. 

By almost every measurement, I sug-
gest to my colleagues that common 
sense says this is not the time, this is 
not the piece of legislation, and this is 
not the plan to put people to work. 

I yield back whatever time I have to 
the chairman. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, can you 
tell me how much time remains on 
each side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California has 10 minutes 6 
seconds. The Senator from Montana 
has 5 minutes 34 seconds. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, if you 
could tell me when I use 5 minutes, 
please. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will be notified. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, people 
stand and argue against this amend-
ment, and they say things that are not 
factual. They have every right to say 
it. I protect and defend their right to 
say it, but they are not factual. 

Now, Senator KERRY said there is no 
proof that any jobs were created. Well, 
Allen Sinai, Robert Schapiro, and 
Laura Tyson have all said jobs were 
created and jobs will be created. Sen-
ator KERRY said, in his forceful argu-
ment against this amendment, that 
companies simply didn’t do anything, 
and now if they do R&D it will simply 
replace what R&D they were going to 
do. We don’t allow this to happen. It 
has to be new spending, maintenance of 
effort must continue. 

I want to call to my colleagues’ at-
tention to the report that was issued 

by Robert Schapiro, Under Secretary of 
Commerce under Bill Clinton, in which 
he points out that 1.6 million jobs were 
in fact created or retained, just in 
manufacturing; 102,000 jobs in whole-
sale and retail; in transportation he 
goes on and shows all the different jobs 
that were created for a total of 2.1 mil-
lion jobs. Now, does that mean every 
company added jobs? No, some didn’t, 
but it has nothing to do with this. 

So the fact is, when my colleagues 
stand up and say, why are we doing 
this when it was such an utter failure, 
well, take your argument to Laura 
Tyson, take your argument to Allen 
Sinai, take your argument to Robert 
Schapiro and show them where they 
are wrong. 

Then we are told Joint Tax has to be 
paid attention to. They were dead 
wrong the last time. I mean, they said 
maybe we would have $100 billion come 
in, maybe up to $200 billion. Well, $360 
billion came in. They were way off on 
the revenues. The revenues they said 
would come in—it was $16 billion that 
came into Treasury. They said it would 
cost $3 billion. So they were wrong. So 
how can we stand here and try to de-
feat this measure? 

Now, my friend from Massachusetts 
says this isn’t the time or the place or 
the bill and so forth. This is a moment 
we can respond to this recession. We 
are going to do it in many other ways, 
and I will be supporting things and op-
posing things, but let me just read to 
you from Robert Schapiro’s report—re-
member, a Bill Clinton Commerce 
Under Secretary. 

As President Obama and Congress expand 
the catalogue of measures to help stabilize 
the financial system and address the eco-
nomic decline, a major untapped resource 
sits on the balance sheets of the foreign sub-
sidiaries of U.S. multinational corporations. 
These subsidiaries hold up to $1 trillion in 
past earnings because current U.S. law defers 
U.S. corporate tax on those profits until 
they repatriate. If those earnings were trans-
ferred to the parent companies in the United 
States, they could find substantial new cap-
ital investment and employment and provide 
additional liquidity to the strapped U.S. fi-
nancial system as companies reduce their 
domestic debt. In principal, the earnings cur-
rently held abroad would provide significant 
economic stimulus and financial market li-
quidity if a change in government policy 
could induce U.S. multinationals to prompt-
ly repatriate them and use them for des-
ignated purposes. 

So my friends stand here and make 
an argument about how horrible it is 
that these companies have money 
abroad, and I agree. I am upset about 
it. I was upset in 1997 about it. I was 
upset in 1998 about it. I was upset in 
1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, and 2003. Finally, 
in 2004, Senator ENSIGN and I got to-
gether and we said: Let’s see if we can 
get that money home. So for my col-
leagues who are lamenting the fact 
that this money is abroad, we say: Join 
with us; bring it home. 

If you are saying the effective rate is 
17 percent, if we can bring it in at 5.25 
percent, that is less of a loss to the 
Treasury. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 5 minutes. 

Mrs. BOXER. I will take 1 more 
minute. Then I will retain. 

So I love a debate, but I would like to 
debate on the facts. The facts are that 
this is what happened until we had the 
tax holiday. Now there is a new hue 
and cry: You did it in 2004; never do it 
again. Well, I think it is a good thing 
that Oracle bought up two or three 
companies that were going to go belly 
up and that were going to be bought 
out by a foreign competitor. I think 
that was good. I think it was good that 
Cisco Systems added so many jobs— 
more than 1,000 new jobs. 

So when my friends stand and they 
lament the loss of jobs, I lament every 
job loss in this country. And I say to 
Cisco Systems: Good for you. You 
brought the money in and you did the 
right thing. Did every company do 
that? No. That is why we have tight-
ened up this bill. 

I thank the Chair, and I reserve the 
remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I yield 4 
minutes to the Senator from North Da-
kota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I don’t 
know what people are to think when 
they watch this or hear this debate—he 
said, she said, they said, we said. At 
the end, the question is, What is real? 
What are the facts? So let me see if I 
can uncomplicate this. 

This isn’t like trying to connect two 
plates of spaghetti. This is a place of 
public interest about what should we 
do to try to create jobs in this country. 
My colleagues say we are worried be-
cause there is so much foreign income 
overseas. That is not our worry. Our 
worry is that they have decided to take 
hundreds and hundreds of billions of 
overseas income that is required to pay 
an income tax when it comes back to 
this country and have said let’s give 
those companies an 85-percent tax cut 
if they do what they had previously 
promised they were going to have to do 
anyway, and that is repatriate this in-
come. That is what we are concerned 
about. 

So let me see if I can put it in the 
frame of a company—Huffy bicycles. A 
lot of people worked at Huffy bicycles 
for a long time. They made $11 an hour 
making Huffy bicycles, sold in Wal- 
Mart, Sears, and Kmart, capturing 20 
percent of the American bicycle mar-
ket. But they all got fired. They all 
lost their job because that company 
moved to China in search of 30-cent 
labor in Shenzhen, China. The last day 
of work at the Huffy plant in Ohio, the 
workers, as they left their jobs and 
pulled out of their parking space, left a 
pair of empty shoes where their car 
used to park. Their jobs were gone, but 
it was the only way they could say to 
their employer, who moved their jobs 
to China: You can ship our jobs over-
seas, but, by God, you are not going to 
fill our shoes. That was the plaintiff 
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cry of all the folks who lost their jobs 
who loved to make bicycles. 

Guess what. Our Tax Code gives a tax 
break for shipping those jobs overseas. 
This amendment continues that very 
approach and says: By the way, if you 
ship your jobs overseas and then repa-
triate the income from what you have 
earned overseas, we will give you an 85- 
percent tax break. 

I am telling you, it makes no sense. 
There is no evidence anywhere, no mat-
ter what charts you put up, that this 
created jobs in 2004. It did not. It cost 
jobs. Allen Sinai, noted economist, yes, 
he made the same claims then, and 
then backpedaled. He makes the same 
claims now. But let’s talk a year or so 
from now, and he will backpedal again. 

The fact is, this is a giant tax break 
to some of the largest companies that 
cut their tax bill by 85 percent without 
any evidence they will create jobs. In 
fact, exactly the opposite evidence ex-
ists because we have experienced it, 
and we lost jobs as a result. This also 
will cost the American taxpayers $29 
billion in lost tax revenue at a time 
when we are up to our neck in debt. 

So you know, let’s think of what we 
are debating. We are debating an eco-
nomic recovery program. We are going 
to promote recovery by dragging out a 
shop-worn, tired old argument that the 
way to do that is to give an 85-percent 
tax cut to companies that have earned 
income overseas, many of whom have 
fired their American workers and 
shipped the jobs overseas. I don’t think 
that makes any sense at all. 

In fact, if this happens—it happened 5 
years ago—if it happens now and it 
happens 5 years from now, every com-
pany will understand, you can move 
jobs overseas and you will never ever 
have to pay the corporate tax rate 
when you bring foreign earnings back. 
You will always have somebody stand-
ing up to say we have a sweetheart deal 
for you. 

Oh, it doesn’t apply to the Joneses or 
the Olsens or the Larsons or the 
Christiansens, it just applies to the big 
companies that decided to park that 
income overseas. I say this: How about 
a 5.25-percent income tax rate for every 
American, rather than just a few of the 
biggest companies? How about all of us 
get a chance to get some of this 5.25 
percent income tax rate? I don’t think 
that is being proposed. Let me propose 
that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 4 minutes. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, how 
much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California has 3 minutes 59 
seconds remaining. 

Mrs. BOXER. We will call it 4, and I 
will take 2 and yield 2 to my friend, 
and we will close. 

First of all, this isn’t a shop-worn ar-
gument. This is an argument that is 
going to create jobs, if we win it. Who 
says it? Laura Tyson: 

Repatriation policy provides a short-run 
stimulus and would make funds available to 
support the domestic operations of U.S. com-
panies quickly. 

Robert Schapiro, Under Secretary of 
Commerce under Bill Clinton: 

The earnings currently held abroad would 
provide significant economic stimulus and fi-
nancial market liquidity if a change in gov-
ernment policy could induce U.S. multi-
nationals to promptly repatriate them and 
use them for certain purposes. 

You know, here it is. If you want to 
get the break, these are the things you 
have to do. You have to hire workers. 
You have to use it for research and de-
velopment, for capital improvements. 
You have to acquire distressed compa-
nies and clean energy investments. 

Look, my friends. The world is the 
way the world is. I think Senator EN-
SIGN and I, Senator BAYH, and Senator 
SPECTER are realists. Yes, in many 
ways I would like to think I am an 
idealist. I don’t like the fact that these 
companies are keeping their money 
abroad. But guess what. They are not 
going to bring the money back because 
BYRON DORGAN or BARBARA BOXER 
comes on the floor of the Senate and 
says: Please be good. Please be good. 
We need the capital in our banks. We 
need the capital to create jobs. 

We need to make it profitable for 
them, and that is what we are doing. 
We did it before. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
chart that was done by Mr. Schapiro 
proving that 2.1 million jobs the last 
time were either created or saved. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

TABLE 3: EMPLOYMENT EFFECTS OF REPATRIATED FUNDS UNDER THE 2004 ACT 

Average 
annual wage 

Job creation 
or retention 

Manufacturing ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ $34,241 1,694,372 
Food Manufacturing ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 26,497 153,100 
Paper Manufacturing ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 39,215 36,284 
Chemical Manufacturing ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 42,626 648,585 

Basic Chemical ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 53,873 20,507 
Pharmaceutical & Medicine ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 46,383 489,820 

Plastic & Rubber Products ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 30,683 5,969 
Primary Metal ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 41,589 2,648 
Fabricated Metal Product .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 32,698 33,832 
Machinery ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 36,371 33,851 
Computer & Electronic Equipment ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 36,290 364,339 

Computer & Peripheral Equipment ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 43,713 179,944 
Semiconductor & Electronic Component .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 33,987 91,830 

Electrical Equipment, Appliance & Component ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 31,564 29,880 
Transportation Equipment ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 47,453 49,647 

Wholesale and Retail Trade ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 28,857 102,504 
Wholesale trade, Durables ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 36,496 29,261 
Wholesale trade, Nondurables ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 30,775 29,226 
Retail Trade ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 19,299 51,328 

Transportation & Warehousing ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 31,971 6,605 
Information ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 40,417 75,130 

Software Publishers ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 69,782 27,213 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, Rental & Leasing .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 29,620 92,524 

Insurance & Related Activities ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 39,309 16,021 
Professional, Scientific & Technical Services ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 31,073 20,281 
Management of Companies .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 42,785 37,758 
Other Services and Industries ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 22,679 115,747 

Total ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. $32,705 2,144,921 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I yield 
the remainder of my time to my col-
league, Senator ENSIGN. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, how 
much time is on the opposition side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The op-
position has 11⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I will take it. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana is recognized. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, there is 

a parade of repentant sinners here. The 

Senator from New Mexico said he voted 
for it last time; it is a bad idea, and he 
is going to vote against it this time. I 
think the Senator from Massachusetts 
said the same thing: He voted for it 
last time, he learned it is a bad idea, it 
didn’t work, and he is voting against it 
this time. I confess, Mr. President, I 
am in that same situation. I voted for 
this last time, it is a bad idea, it didn’t 
work, and I am very much opposed to 
it this time. 

Both the Senators from North Da-
kota and New Mexico have stated the 
fact that this amendment is going to 
encourage companies to go overseas. 
That is true. But the effect is even 
more pernicious than that. This 
amendment encourages companies to 
go to low-tax jurisdiction countries, 
such as the Cayman Islands and the 
Bahamas. Why? Because, currently, an 
American company that has operations 
overseas, say the U.K., it pays the U.K. 
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tax. It does not pay the American tax 
until it is brought back, with the U.K. 
tax offsetting the American tax. That 
is standard law. Under this amend-
ment, because the income coming back 
will be at a very low rate—5 percent— 
there is no incentive for these compa-
nies to go to a higher jurisdiction 
country because there is no need to off-
set. Rather, there is an incentive to go 
to the lower jurisdiction country—a 
low-tax jurisdiction country—because 
the tax rate is so low, such as the Cay-
man Islands or the Bahamas, and all 
that. 

So not only does it encourage compa-
nies to go overseas, it encourages them 
to go to low income tax countries such 
as the Cayman Islands and the Baha-
mas. This is a bad amendment, and I 
urge its defeat. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. The Senator 
from Nevada is recognized. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, first of 
all, to set the record straight, Senators 
BINGAMAN and KERRY both voted no the 
last time. 

Several other things. The Senator 
from North Dakota said he would like 
all Americans to pay a 5-percent in-
come tax, such as in this bill. Well, 
that means that he would raise taxes 
on 40 million Americans who pay no in-
come tax today. Let’s get the facts 
clear. Last time, $360 billion came back 
into the country and created about 2 
million jobs. This time, more money is 
going to come back. Almost double, 
about $565 billion the estimates are, is 
going to come back this time. We have 
to ask ourselves this commonsense 
question. 

The opponents would argue the 
money came back last time and no jobs 
were created. From a commonsense 
perspective, if the companies did not 
do anything that they said they were 
going to do last time, if money is in 
the United States—you need capital to 
create jobs. Right now we have a bank-
ing system that does not have capital. 
Capital markets are shut down. Guess 
what? Jobs are not being created be-
cause there is no capital to invest to 
create jobs. 

If $360 billion came back last time 
and $565 billion is going to come back 
this time, doesn’t anybody with any 
kind of common sense know jobs are 
going to be created with that? We have 
to get real. Put your thinking caps on. 
I don’t care what Joint Tax says. I 
don’t care what the CRS says. Put your 
commonsense thinking cap on, and we 
are going to have a good piece of legis-
lation if we adopt this amendment. 

I encourage all of us to vote in a bi-
partisan fashion for this bipartisan 
amendment. I yield the floor and ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana is recognized. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, the Sen-

ator from Michigan wishes to enter 
something in the RECORD. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I com-
mend to the attention of my colleagues 
the Congressional Research Service re-
port R40178, ‘‘Tax Cuts on Repatriation 
Earnings as Economic Stimulus: An 
Economic Analysis,’’ that indicates 
what little evidence there was about 
new investments from the 2004 deci-
sion, which is available at 
www.crs.gov. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana is recognized. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I raise a 
point of order that the pending amend-
ment violates the pay-as-you-go sec-
tion of S. Con. Res. 21, the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for fiscal year 
2008. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I move 
to waive the relevant section and ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second on the motion to 
waive? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The question is on agreeing to the 

motion. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-
NEDY) is necessarily absent. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
New Hampshire (Mr. GREGG). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 42, 
nays 55, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 36 Leg.] 

YEAS—42 

Akaka 
Alexander 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Bond 
Boxer 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burr 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Corker 
Cornyn 

Crapo 
DeMint 
Ensign 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johanns 
Kyl 
Lieberman 
Lugar 
Martinez 

McCain 
McConnell 
Nelson (NE) 
Pryor 
Reid 
Risch 
Roberts 
Shelby 
Specter 
Thune 
Vitter 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wicker 

NAYS—55 

Barrasso 
Baucus 
Begich 
Bennet 
Bingaman 
Brown 
Burris 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Collins 
Conrad 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Enzi 
Feingold 

Gillibrand 
Grassley 
Hagan 
Harkin 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kaufman 
Kerry 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lincoln 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Mikulski 

Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Reed 
Rockefeller 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shaheen 
Snowe 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Webb 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2 

Gregg Kennedy 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the ayes are 42, the nays are 55. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-

sen and sworn having not voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is rejected. 
The point of order is sustained, and the 
amendment falls. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the 
status of the pending amendments of-
fered by the Senator from Iowa and 
myself is a procedural snarl. I want to 
get the $6.5 billion appropriated for 
NIH. I am going to withdraw my 
amendment and join with Senator HAR-
KIN on the amendment for $6.5 billion 
for NIH without an offset. 

AMENDMENT NO. 101 WITHDRAWN 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 

Senator seeking to withdraw his 
amendment at this time? 

Mr. SPECTER. I am. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Nevada. 
Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, what is 

the regular order? 
AMENDMENT NO. 178 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 178, offered by Senator HARKIN of 
Iowa. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Is it subject to a point 
of order? I believe it is, and I make a 
budget point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The cur-
rent version, as modified, does contain 
the element the Senator asked about. 

Mr. ENSIGN. I raise a point of order 
on this amendment. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I move 
to waive the relevant parts of the 
Budget Act and ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

Mr. ENSIGN. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. ENSIGN. I suggest the absence of 

a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll to ascertain the 
presence of a quorum. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
that the order for the yeas and nays be 
vitiated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 

that the point of order be vitiated. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The question is on agreeing to 

amendment No. 178, as modified. 
The amendment (No. 178), as modi-

fied, was agreed to. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I 

move to reconsider the vote. 
Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, that was 

the last rollcall vote tonight. There 
will be a number of amendments of-
fered tonight. In fact, it is my under-
standing that Senator FEINGOLD has an 
amendment he wants to offer regarding 
earmarks. The next Republican amend-
ment will be an Isakson amendment re-
garding housing. 

Tomorrow, we are going to be in ses-
sion at 10:30 with no morning business. 
We will be in full operation. As some 
know, we have an appointment down-
town. We will have the floor manned. 
There are a number of amendments al-
ready lined up to be offered tomorrow. 
We hope Senators will come aboard. 

We have had a very good day. There 
have been some very good debates on 
various amendments. I hope tomorrow 
will be the same. We will work into to-
morrow night. We are going to work 
Thursday, and, with a little bit of luck, 
we might be able to finish this bill this 
week. 

I know there is a lot to do, but I hope 
people will understand where the votes 
are lined up. We have had a number of 
votes that have been not dominated by 
Republicans or Democrats, a lot of 
mixture. We hope that as the debate 
continues, people will only offer those 
amendments they think will really 
help the bill and will help us work to-
ward finishing this legislation. 

Remember, we have another big step. 
At this stage, unless something goes 
untoward, Senator MCCONNELL and I 
think this matter should move to con-
ference. We have two choices that we 
have done before. The House can send 
us a message, but that has created 
problems in the past. We hope we do 
have a conference. At this stage, unless 
something goes awry, that is what the 
Republican leader and I hope to do. We 
would appoint conferees when the bill 
is passed. We have to complete this leg-
islation, including the conference, be-
fore we leave here for the Presidents 
Day recess. The mere fact we have a 
conference doesn’t mean it is finished 
like that. This will be a conference 
where Democrats and Republicans will 
work toward what needs to be done. 

I hope everyone will come tomorrow 
invigorated to proceed on this legisla-
tion. This legislation is extremely im-
portant. People have differing views as 
to what should be in it and what should 
not. That is what is going on now, to 
try to make that determination. The 
only ones who can decide that are us, 
the Senate. I would hope everyone 

would look toward when they want to 
get out of here, having done a decent 
job in completing this most important 
legislation. 

AMENDMENT NO. 106 TO AMENDMENT NO. 98 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia is recognized. 
Mr. ISAKSON. I ask unanimous con-

sent to set aside the pending amend-
ment for the purposes of calling up 
amendment No. 106. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. ISAKSON], 

for himself, and Mr. LIEBERMAN, proposes an 
amendment numbered 106 to amendment No. 
98. 

Mr. ISAKSON. I ask unanimous con-
sent that reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To amend the Internal Revenue 

Code of 1986 to provide a Federal income 
tax credit for certain home purchases) 
Strike section 1006 of title I of Division B 

and insert the following: 
SEC. 1006. CREDIT FOR CERTAIN HOME PUR-

CHASES. 
(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—Subpart A of 

part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1 is 
amended by inserting after section 25D the 
following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 25E. CREDIT FOR CERTAIN HOME PUR-

CHASES. 
‘‘(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an indi-

vidual who is a purchaser of a qualified prin-
cipal residence during the taxable year, 
there shall be allowed as a credit against the 
tax imposed by this chapter an amount equal 
to 10 percent of the purchase price of the res-
idence. 

‘‘(2) DOLLAR LIMITATION.—The amount of 
the credit allowed under paragraph (1) shall 
not exceed $15,000. 

‘‘(3) ALLOCATION OF CREDIT AMOUNT.—At 
the election of the taxpayer, the amount of 
the credit allowed under paragraph (1) (after 
application of paragraph (2)) may be equally 
divided among the 2 taxable years beginning 
with the taxable year in which the purchase 
of the qualified principal residence is made. 

‘‘(b) LIMITATIONS.— 
‘‘(1) DATE OF PURCHASE.—The credit al-

lowed under subsection (a) shall be allowed 
only with respect to purchases made— 

‘‘(A) after December 31, 2008, and 
‘‘(B) before January 1, 2010. 
‘‘(2) LIMITATION BASED ON AMOUNT OF TAX.— 

In the case of a taxable year to which section 
26(a)(2) does not apply, the credit allowed 
under subsection (a) for any taxable year 
shall not exceed the excess of— 

‘‘(A) the sum of the regular tax liability 
(as defined in section 26(b)) plus the tax im-
posed by section 55, over 

‘‘(B) the sum of the credits allowable under 
this subpart (other than this section) for the 
taxable year. 

‘‘(3) ONE-TIME ONLY.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If a credit is allowed 

under this section in the case of any indi-
vidual (and such individual’s spouse, if mar-
ried) with respect to the purchase of any 
qualified principal residence, no credit shall 
be allowed under this section in any taxable 
year with respect to the purchase of any 
other qualified principal residence by such 
individual or a spouse of such individual. 

‘‘(B) JOINT PURCHASE.—In the case of a pur-
chase of a qualified principal residence by 2 
or more unmarried individuals or by 2 mar-
ried individuals filing separately, no credit 
shall be allowed under this section if a credit 
under this section has been allowed to any of 
such individuals in any taxable year with re-
spect to the purchase of any other qualified 
principal residence. 

‘‘(c) QUALIFIED PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE.—For 
purposes of this section, the term ‘qualified 
principal residence’ means a single-family 
residence that is purchased to be the prin-
cipal residence of the purchaser. 

‘‘(d) DENIAL OF DOUBLE BENEFIT.—No credit 
shall be allowed under this section for any 
purchase for which a credit is allowed under 
section 36 or section 1400C. 

‘‘(e) SPECIAL RULES.— 
‘‘(1) JOINT PURCHASE.— 
‘‘(A) MARRIED INDIVIDUALS FILING SEPA-

RATELY.—In the case of 2 married individuals 
filing separately, subsection (a) shall be ap-
plied to each such individual by substituting 
‘$7,500’ for ‘$15,000’ in subsection (a)(1). 

‘‘(B) UNMARRIED INDIVIDUALS.—If 2 or more 
individuals who are not married purchase a 
qualified principal residence, the amount of 
the credit allowed under subsection (a) shall 
be allocated among such individuals in such 
manner as the Secretary may prescribe, ex-
cept that the total amount of the credits al-
lowed to all such individuals shall not exceed 
$15,000. 

‘‘(2) PURCHASE.—In defining the purchase 
of a qualified principal residence, rules simi-
lar to the rules of paragraphs (2) and (3) of 
section 1400C(e) (as in effect on the date of 
the enactment of this section) shall apply. 

‘‘(3) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—Rules simi-
lar to the rules of section 1400C(f) (as so in 
effect) shall apply. 

‘‘(f) RECAPTURE OF CREDIT IN THE CASE OF 
CERTAIN DISPOSITIONS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the event that a tax-
payer— 

‘‘(A) disposes of the principal residence 
with respect to which a credit was allowed 
under subsection (a), or 

‘‘(B) fails to occupy such residence as the 
taxpayer’s principal residence, 

at any time within 24 months after the date 
on which the taxpayer purchased such resi-
dence, then the tax imposed by this chapter 
for the taxable year during which such dis-
position occurred or in which the taxpayer 
failed to occupy the residence as a principal 
residence shall be increased by the amount 
of such credit. 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.— 
‘‘(A) DEATH OF TAXPAYER.—Paragraph (1) 

shall not apply to any taxable year ending 
after the date of the taxpayer’s death. 

‘‘(B) INVOLUNTARY CONVERSION.—Paragraph 
(1) shall not apply in the case of a residence 
which is compulsorily or involuntarily con-
verted (within the meaning of section 
1033(a)) if the taxpayer acquires a new prin-
cipal residence within the 2-year period be-
ginning on the date of the disposition or ces-
sation referred to in such paragraph. Para-
graph (1) shall apply to such new principal 
residence during the remainder of the 24- 
month period described in such paragraph as 
if such new principal residence were the con-
verted residence. 

‘‘(C) TRANSFERS BETWEEN SPOUSES OR INCI-
DENT TO DIVORCE.—In the case of a transfer of 
a residence to which section 1041(a) applies— 

‘‘(i) paragraph (1) shall not apply to such 
transfer, and 

‘‘(ii) in the case of taxable years ending 
after such transfer, paragraph (1) shall apply 
to the transferee in the same manner as if 
such transferee were the transferor (and 
shall not apply to the transferor). 

‘‘(D) RELOCATION OF MEMBERS OF THE 
ARMED FORCES.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
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apply in the case of a member of the Armed 
Forces of the United States on active duty 
who moves pursuant to a military order and 
incident to a permanent change of station. 

‘‘(3) JOINT RETURNS.—In the case of a credit 
allowed under subsection (a) with respect to 
a joint return, half of such credit shall be 
treated as having been allowed to each indi-
vidual filing such return for purposes of this 
subsection. 

‘‘(4) RETURN REQUIREMENT.—If the tax im-
posed by this chapter for the taxable year is 
increased under this subsection, the tax-
payer shall, notwithstanding section 6012, be 
required to file a return with respect to the 
taxes imposed under this subtitle. 

‘‘(g) BASIS ADJUSTMENT.—For purposes of 
this subtitle, if a credit is allowed under this 
section with respect to the purchase of any 
residence, the basis of such residence shall be 
reduced by the amount of the credit so al-
lowed. 

‘‘(h) ELECTION TO TREAT PURCHASE IN PRIOR 
YEAR.—In the case of a purchase of a prin-
cipal residence during the period described in 
subsection (b)(1), a taxpayer may elect to 
treat such purchase as made on December 31, 
2008, for purposes of this section.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for subpart A of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1 is amended by insert-
ing after the item relating to section 25D the 
following new item: 
‘‘Sec. 25E. Credit for certain home pur-

chases.’’. 
(c) SUNSET OF CURRENT FIRST-TIME HOME-

BUYER CREDIT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (h) of section 

36 is amended by striking ‘‘July 1, 2009’’ and 
inserting ‘‘the date of the enactment of the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Tax 
Act of 2009’’. 

(2) ELECTION TO TREAT PURCHASE IN PRIOR 
YEAR.—Subsection (g) of section 36 is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘July 1, 2009’’ and inserting 
‘‘the date of the enactment of the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Tax Act of 
2009’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2008. 

AMENDMENT NO. 140 TO AMENDMENT NO. 98 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I have an amend-
ment, No. 140, and I ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. FEIN-
GOLD], for himself, Mr. MCCAIN, Mrs. 
MCCASKILL, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. LIEBERMAN, 
Mr. BURR, and Mr. COBURN, proposes an 
amendment numbered 140 to amendment No. 
98. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I ask unanimous 
consent that reading of the amendment 
be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide greater accountability 

of taxpayers’ dollars by curtailing congres-
sional earmarking and requiring disclosure 
of lobbying by recipients of Federal funds) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 

SEC. lll. CURTAILING CONGRESSIONAL EAR-
MARKS AND LOBBYING DISCLO-
SURE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title III of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 

‘‘CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS 

‘‘SEC. 316. (a) IN GENERAL.—On a point of 
order made by any Senator: 

‘‘(1) No unauthorized appropriation may be 
included in any general appropriation bill. 

‘‘(2) No amendment may be received to any 
general appropriation bill the effect of which 
will be to add an unauthorized appropriation 
to the bill. 

‘‘(3) No unauthorized appropriation may be 
included in any amendment between the 
Houses, or any amendment thereto, in rela-
tion to a general appropriation bill. 

‘‘(b) POINT OF ORDER NEW LEGISLATION.— 
‘‘(1) SENATE MEASURE.—If a point of order 

under subsection (a)(1) against a Senate bill 
or amendment is sustained— 

‘‘(A) the unauthorized appropriation shall 
be struck from the bill or amendment; and 

‘‘(B) any modification of total amounts ap-
propriated necessary to reflect the deletion 
of the matter struck from the bill or amend-
ment shall be made. 

‘‘(2) HOUSE MEASURE.—If a point of order 
under subsection (a)(1) against an Act of the 
House of Representatives is sustained when 
the Senate is not considering an amendment 
in the nature of a substitute, an amendment 
to the House bill is deemed to have been 
adopted that— 

‘‘(A) strikes unauthorized appropriation 
from the bill; and 

‘‘(B) modifies, if necessary, the total 
amounts appropriated by the bill to reflect 
the deletion of the matter struck from the 
bill; 

‘‘(c) POINT OF ORDER UNAUTHORIZED APPRO-
PRIATIONS IN AMENDMENT.—If the point of 
order against an amendment under sub-
section (a)(2) is sustained, the amendment 
shall be out of order and may not be consid-
ered. 

‘‘(d) POINT OF ORDER UNAUTHORIZED APPRO-
PRIATIONS IN AMENDMENT BETWEEN THE 
HOUSES.— 

‘‘(1) SENATE.—If a point of order under sub-
section (a)(3) against a Senate amendment is 
sustained— 

‘‘(A) the unauthorized appropriation shall 
be struck from the amendment; 

‘‘(B) any modification of total amounts ap-
propriated necessary to reflect the deletion 
of the matter struck from the amendment 
shall be made; and 

‘‘(C) after all other points of order under 
this section have been disposed of, the Sen-
ate shall proceed to consider the amendment 
as so modified. 

‘‘(2) HOUSE.—If a point of order under sub-
section (a)(3) against a House of Representa-
tives amendment is sustained— 

‘‘(A) an amendment to the House amend-
ment is deemed to have been adopted that— 

‘‘(i) strikes the unauthorized appropriation 
from the House amendment; and 

‘‘(ii) modifies, if necessary, the total 
amounts appropriated by the bill to reflect 
the deletion of the matter struck from the 
House amendment; and 

‘‘(B) after all other points of order under 
this section have been disposed of, the Sen-
ate shall proceed to consider the question of 
whether to concur with further amendment. 

‘‘(e) OTHER POINTS OF ORDER.—The disposi-
tion of a point of order made under any other 
rule of the Senate, that is not sustained, or 
is waived, does not preclude, or affect, a 
point of order made under subsection (a) 
with respect to the same matter. 

‘‘(f) SUPERMAJORITY.—A point of order 
under subsection (a) may be waived only by 

a motion agreed to by the affirmative vote of 
three-fifths of the Senators duly chosen and 
sworn. If an appeal is taken from the ruling 
of the Presiding Officer with respect to such 
a point of order, the ruling of the Presiding 
Officer shall be sustained absent an affirma-
tive vote of three-fifths of the Senators duly 
chosen and sworn. 

‘‘(g) FORM OF POINT OF ORDER, MULTIPLE 
PROVISIONS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other rule of the Senate, it shall be in order 
for a Senator to raise a single point of order 
that several provisions of a general appro-
priation bill or an amendment between the 
Houses on a general appropriation bill vio-
late subsection (a). The Presiding Officer 
may sustain the point of order as to some or 
all of the provisions against which the Sen-
ator raised the point of order. 

‘‘(2) SUSTAINED POINT OF ORDER.—If the 
Presiding Officer sustains the point of order 
under paragraph (1) as to some or all of the 
provisions against which the Senator raised 
the point of order, then only those provisions 
against which the Presiding Officer sustains 
the point of order shall be deemed stricken 
pursuant to this paragraph. 

‘‘(3) MOTION TO WAIVE.—Before the Pre-
siding Officer rules on such a point of order, 
any Senator may move to waive such a point 
of order, in accordance with subsection (f), as 
it applies to some or all of the provisions 
against which the point of order was raised. 
Such a motion to waive is amendable in ac-
cordance with the rules and precedents of 
the Senate. 

‘‘(4) APPEAL.—After the Presiding Officer 
rules on such a point of order, any Senator 
may appeal the ruling of the Presiding Offi-
cer on such a point of order as it applies to 
some or all of the provisions on which the 
Presiding Officer ruled. 

‘‘(h) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘unauthorized appropriation’ 
means a ‘congressionally directed spending 
item’ as defined in rule XLIV of the Standing 
Rule of the Senator— 

‘‘(1) that is not specifically authorized by 
law or Treaty stipulation (unless the appro-
priation has been specifically authorized by 
an Act or resolution previously passed by the 
Senate during the same session or proposed 
in pursuance of an estimate submitted in ac-
cordance with law); or 

‘‘(2) the amount of which exceeds the 
amount specifically authorized by law or 
Treaty stipulation (or specifically author-
ized by an Act or resolution previously 
passed by the Senate during the same session 
or proposed in pursuance of an estimate sub-
mitted in accordance with law) to be appro-
priated. 

‘‘(i) CONFERENCE REPORTS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—On a point of order made 

by any Senator, no unauthorized appropria-
tion may be included in any conference re-
port on a general appropriation bill. 

‘‘(2) POINT OF ORDER SUSTAINED.—If the 
point of order against a conference report 
under paragraph (1) is sustained— 

‘‘(A) the unauthorized appropriation in 
such conference report shall be deemed to 
have been struck; 

‘‘(B) any modification of total amounts ap-
propriated necessary to reflect the deletion 
of the matter struck shall be deemed to have 
been made; 

‘‘(C) when all other points of order under 
this subsection have been disposed of— 

‘‘(i) the Senate shall proceed to consider 
the question of whether the Senate should 
recede from its amendment to the House bill, 
or its disagreement to the amendment of the 
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House, and concur with a further amend-
ment, which further amendment shall con-
sist of only that portion of the conference re-
port not deemed to have been struck (to-
gether with any modification of total 
amounts appropriated); 

‘‘(ii) the question shall be debatable; and 
‘‘(iii) no further amendment shall be in 

order; and 
‘‘(D) if the Senate agrees to the amend-

ment, then the bill and the Senate amend-
ment thereto shall be returned to the House 
for its concurrence in the amendment of the 
Senate. 

‘‘(3) FURTHER POINTS OF ORDER.—The dis-
position of a point of order made under any 
other provision of this section, or under any 
other Standing Rule of the Senate, that is 
not sustained, or is waived, does not pre-
clude, or affect, a point of order made under 
paragraph (1) with respect to the same mat-
ter. 

‘‘(4) SUPERMAJORITY.—A point of order 
under paragraph (1) may be waived only by a 
motion agreed to by the affirmative vote of 
three-fifths of the Senators duly chosen and 
sworn. If an appeal is taken from the ruling 
of the Presiding Officer with respect to such 
a point of order, the ruling of the Presiding 
Officer shall be sustained absent an affirma-
tive vote of three-fifths of the Senators duly 
chosen and sworn. 

‘‘(5) SINGLE POINT OF ORDER.—Notwith-
standing any other rule of the Senate, it 
shall be in order for a Senator to raise a sin-
gle point of order that several provisions of 
a conference report on a general appropria-
tion bill violate paragraph (1). The Presiding 
Officer may sustain the point of order as to 
some or all of the provisions against which 
the Senator raised the point of order. If the 
Presiding Officer so sustains the point of 
order as to some or all of the provisions 
against which the Senator raised the point of 
order, then only those provisions against 
which the Presiding Officer sustains the 
point of order shall be deemed stricken pur-
suant to this subsection. Before the Pre-
siding Officer rules on such a point of order, 
any Senator may move to waive such a point 
of order, in accordance with paragraph (4), as 
it applies to some or all of the provisions 
against which the point of order was raised. 
Such a motion to waive is amendable in ac-
cordance with the rules and precedents of 
the Senate. After the Presiding Officer rules 
on such a point of order, any Senator may 
appeal the ruling of the Presiding Officer on 
such a point of order as it applies to some or 
all of the provisions on which the Presiding 
Officer ruled.’’. 

(b) LOBBYING ON BEHALF OF RECIPIENTS OF 
FEDERAL FUNDS.—The Lobbying Disclosure 
Act of 1995 is amended by adding after sec-
tion 5 the following: 
‘‘SEC. 5A. REPORTS BY RECIPIENTS OF FEDERAL 

FUNDS. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—A recipient of Federal 

funds shall file a report as required by sec-
tion 5(a) containing— 

‘‘(1) the name of any lobbyist registered 
under this Act to whom the recipient paid 
money to lobby on behalf of the Federal 
funding received by the recipient; and 

‘‘(2) the amount of money paid as described 
in paragraph (1). 

‘‘(b) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
‘recipient of Federal funds’ means the recipi-
ent of Federal funds constituting an award, 
grant, or loan.’’. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I am pleased to be 
joined by the Senator from Arizona, 
Mr. MCCAIN; the Senator from Mis-
souri, Mrs. MCCASKILL; the Senator 
from South Carolina, Mr. GRAHAM; the 
Senator from Connecticut, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN; and the Senator from 

North Carolina, Mr. BURR, as cospon-
sors of this amendment. 

I now ask unanimous consent that 
the Senator from Oklahoma, Mr. 
COBURN, be added as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. COBURN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BEGICH). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, one of 
the things the American people have 
not heard about is everything that is in 
this bill. I want to spend some time to-
night outlining the situation we are in 
as a nation, the fact that we have 
never had a bill this large at any time, 
in any way, shape, or form. 

I want to first start out by noting my 
experience as a physician. The greatest 
mistake physicians make is when they 
don’t listen to the patient. One of the 
things we know is, if we don’t listen to 
patients when they are sick, we end up 
making a lot of mistakes. The other 
thing we know as physicians is that if 
we treat just the symptoms of a dis-
ease, what we oftentimes do is worsen 
the disease. I want to use an example 
of pneumonia. I will relate to this ex-
ample throughout the time I talk. 

If you come to me as a physician and 
you have a cough, a pain in your chest, 
a fever, and you are ill, I can make 
your symptoms go away, but I won’t 
cure the underlying pneumonia you 
have as a patient. I can give you a 
cough medicine to suppress your 
cough. I can give you an antipyretic to 
control your temperature. I can give 
you, with that cough medicine, some-
thing to control the pain in your chest. 
I can do all those things. But if I fail to 
diagnose your real problem, which is 
pneumonia, all I am doing is covering 
up the symptoms of the real disease. 

I would contend with my colleagues 
and the American public that the bill 
we have before us is a bill that covers 
up the symptoms of the real disease. 
The real disease we have is the fact 
that housing and mortgages are in 
trouble. Everything we do that does 
not address that disease first, that does 
not attempt to solve that problem, ev-
erything we do that does not address 
the real disease we have is going to be 
wasted effort. It is not going to accom-
plish its purpose. As a matter of fact, 
there is not an economist out there 
right now who says if we pass this bill 
without fixing the mortgage problem, 
without fixing the housing problem— 
none of them agree that what we are 
going to do is going to have a signifi-
cant impact. There is not one. You 
can’t get one to come and testify un-
less you fix the real problem. 

We as American citizens are on the 
hook for 31 million mortgages. 

We have 31 million we now own— 
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac—so what-
ever happens to those mortgages, the 
American people are going to pay for 
them. If they are upside down and they 
get worse or if they go worse under-
water, if they get foreclosed upon, the 
American taxpayers are going to have 
to pay for them. Now, who is that 
American taxpayer? It is not us. We 
are going to be dead and gone when it 
comes time to pay off the massive 
amounts of borrowing we are putting 
forward in this bill. That American 
taxpayer is our kids and our grandkids. 
So we dare not make the mistake of 
treating just symptoms. 

My contention is we are way too 
early with a stimulus bill. We can 
spend this $1.12 trillion by the time you 
add in the interest plus the six point 
some billion dollars we just added on 
top of it without paying for it. We can 
pass this bill. But we run the risk of 
doing exactly what the Japanese did in 
the 1990s. They passed eight separate 
stimulus bills, none of which addressed 
the real underlying disease of the Japa-
nese economy. That is why it is called 
the ‘‘lost decade’’ in Japan. They now 
have a debt to GDP ratio of 150 percent 
of their GDP. 

So what are we to do? Are we to con-
tinue down this path with a bill that is 
going to spend over $1 trillion or 
should we be about fixing the real dis-
ease, which is the housing and the 
mortgage problems this country faces? 

Now, it is not easy to fix that. I know 
that. And I am not putting forward a 
definitive plan tonight to do that, al-
though I think my side of the aisle is 
going to be offering one in the next few 
days that will address the real disease: 
housing and mortgages in this country. 

We got here—and it is important to 
remember how we got here, how we got 
the ‘‘pneumonia’’—we got the ‘‘pneu-
monia’’ because we said we were going 
to socialize the risk on mortgages so 
people in this country could buy a 
home who really could not afford a 
home, and we were going to put that 
risk on the rest of the American tax-
payers. 

Well, that bill has come home. That 
bill now—besides the cost of actually 
being responsible for the 31-some mil-
lion failed mortgages, of which prob-
ably 30 or 40 percent we are going to 
end up owning as American taxpayers; 
besides that cost, the cost in terms of 
lost jobs, the cost in terms of true, real 
pain to American citizens who are hav-
ing trouble feeding their families, pay-
ing their bills, the real cost of that is 
enormous on our society. 

What I want the American people to 
know is we caused that. We did that. 
We created Fannie Mae and Freddie 
Mac, and then we did not do the regu-
latory work we should have done. We 
encouraged them to be irresponsible. 
We encouraged them to have bonuses, 
by making more and more and more of 
the loans and guaranteeing them and 
packaging them and selling them 
throughout the world. We did that. The 
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Congress did that. No President did 
that—not President Clinton, not Presi-
dent Bush, and not President Obama. 
We did it. So we ought to be about fix-
ing the real problem. 

Until we fix this problem, we are 
going to stay in a recession. We can 
pass a bill that spends $1.12 trillion, 
and we are still going to be in a reces-
sion because what the economists tell 
us this year is that home prices are 
going to decline another 11 to 12 per-
cent, which is going to put millions 
more Americans and their mortgages 
in trouble. So we can pass a bill that 
spends $1.12 trillion or we can say 
maybe we ought to address the real 
problem. 

It is not going to be long until the 
Obama administration comes to this 
body and asks for $500 billion more to 
solve the problem with bank loans and 
mortgages. We ought to be doing that 
first. That is the real disease. There is 
not anybody in this body who will deny 
that the real disease is the housing and 
the mortgage failure in this country. 

We are going to spend a week on this 
legislation. It is going to go to con-
ference. It is going to come back. Most 
of the stuff we are able to take back is 
going to be added in conference be-
cause the power to do that is there, and 
it is incumbent on the other side of the 
aisle that they are going to take care 
of those who are on their team. 

I want to make another point. In this 
bill we are talking about, we are mak-
ing a fatal mistake. Let me tell you 
what that fatal mistake is. We are 
transferring the irresponsibility we 
have had over the last 6 years in this 
Congress—or last 8 years in this Con-
gress—to the States because what we 
are telling them is: You do not have to 
be fiscally responsible. You do not have 
to live within your means because 
Uncle Sam is going to bail you out. 
That is what this bill says. We are 
going to bail them out. 

So for the States, such as my State, 
that were smart enough and wise 
enough to create a rainy day fund and 
live within their means, we are going 
to ask all the taxpayers of all the 
States that have done that to pay for 
the exorbitant spending and growth in 
Government in all the rest of the 
States. 

What is that going to do in the fu-
ture? What is the signal that sends to 
the rest of the States? Here is what the 
signal says. Do not worry about it be-
cause if you get in trouble again, the 
Federal Government is going to bail 
you out. 

Remember when New York City was 
going bankrupt? What did we do? Did 
we just pay for everything? Did we just 
send Federal money? No. We created an 
environment where they made the 
changes. We helped them. And I am not 
opposed to helping the States make the 
changes to put them back on a fiscal 
course to live within their means. 

The other thing that is bad about 
this bill is every American family out 
there today—I do not care what their 

income is—they are reassessing every 
day what they need to do in terms of 
how to get by in the economic situa-
tion in which we find ourselves. They 
are making tough choices. There is not 
one tough choice in this bill. Let me 
explain what I mean by that. 

President Obama campaigned on the 
fact that we ought to live within our 
means; that every program ought to be 
reviewed; that those that are not effec-
tive, those that have waste, those that 
have high fraud rates, those that are 
low priority ought to be eliminated. 
There is not one penny of effort placed 
in this bill that will get rid of less im-
portant Federal programs today. 

We know there is at least $300 billion 
a year that is inefficiently, erro-
neously, and fraudulently spent by the 
Federal Government. We ask our chil-
dren and our grandchildren to choke 
down $1.1 trillion more of debt when we 
have not done anything—not one 
thing—to lessen the waste, fraud, and 
abuse, the inefficiency, and to make 
choices on what is more important. 
What we are saying is everything we 
are doing now is important, everything 
we are doing is efficient, everything is 
working fine, and, by the way, we are 
going to add another $1.1 trillion. 

I have this chart to show how we got 
in trouble—because we were spending 
money we did not have on things we do 
not need. That is how we got in trou-
ble. This chart shows the deficits of the 
Federal Government from 2004, plus 
what CBO expects, without interest 
costs, by the way, as to what is going 
to happen to us. 

We know, last year, under real ac-
counting, accounting for the Social Se-
curity money we stole—and that is the 
only way you can say it; we stole about 
$160 billion out of the Social Security 
system—the real deficit, last year, set 
a record we have never seen. It was $609 
billion. That is as of September 30. The 
estimate of CBO for this year is we are 
going to have—before we even talk 
about stimulus, before we do anything 
on stimulus, and before we account for 
the interest costs on stimulus—we are 
going to have a $1.2 trillion deficit. 

Now, divide that out by 300 million 
Americans, and what you see is we are 
going to have a deficit of about $16,000 
per family. For every family in this 
country, we are going to borrow $16,000 
against their kids’ future before we do 
this, before we even approach doing 
this. It does not get a lot better. Note 
these numbers: $1.4 trillion, if we add 
what the CBO expects to come out of 
this stimulus package, and only one- 
fourth of it is going to get spent this 
year. 

Now, what do we know about stim-
ulus packages in the past? Here is what 
we know. Only two times in our his-
tory—only two times in our history— 
have we ever had a stimulus package 
that was effective. Two times. John 
Fitzgerald Kennedy created a stimulus 
package that was effective, and Ronald 
Reagan, in the early 1980s, created a 
stimulus package that was effective. 

All of the others have been ineffective 
to fix what was ailing us. 

If we do not fix the mortgage prob-
lem in this country, and housing, this 
money will be to no avail other than to 
shackle our children and our grand-
children for years to come. What does 
that mean when I say ‘‘shackle’’? It 
means stealing their future. Right now 
the average American has a 30-percent 
higher standard of living than the aver-
age European and the average Japa-
nese. What we are about to do—and we 
have been doing—is to guarantee that 
30-percent advantage in standard of liv-
ing is going to go away. 

Other people say: Well, you have to 
fix the finance, you have to fix the 
credit markets, you have to fix the li-
quidity markets. You cannot fix the 
credit markets, you cannot fix the li-
quidity problems we have by spending 
money. We have already spent $400 bil-
lion of the TARP money, and other 
than pulling us back from the precipice 
of an absolute collapse of our financial 
markets, we still have the credit mar-
kets tied up and frozen in this country. 

I want to give you an example. I have 
a farmer friend who has been banking 
with a bank for 15 years. He has never 
missed a payment. He has been 100 per-
cent on his payments every time. He 
has assets far in excess of what his 
loans are—far in excess—15, 20 times 
what his loans are. He was told this 
last week by his bank: We don’t want 
your business anymore. 

Now, this is a guy who is a premium 
credit risk. Why do they not want his 
business? Because they want the 
money in the bank rather than to have 
even a good loan outstanding. 

Our credit problems are not getting 
better. They are getting worse. We 
have not solved the problem by putting 
money on the equity side of the bal-
ance sheets of the banks. The reason 
we have not solved the problem is be-
cause we have not approached and fixed 
the real disease, which is the mortgage 
markets and the mortgages that are 
underwater and the housing crisis in 
this country. 

I want to spend a moment on another 
issue. A lot of the rhetoric we have 
heard in the last 3 or 4 months in this 
country goes after markets and cap-
italism. Market forces and capitalism 
in this country created the greatest 
country that has ever been or ever will 
be. When we hear market forces and 
capitalism criticized as the cause of all 
of our problems, we need to do a gut 
check. 

Market forces and capitalism didn’t 
cause this problem. Congress caused 
this problem, by our short-term think-
ing, by thinking, How do I look good 
politically, how do I do something that 
isn’t based on markets? That is what 
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac were all 
about. We were actually giving loans to 
people who couldn’t afford them. It 
wasn’t market capitalism that got us 
in trouble, it was short-term, politi-
cally expedient thinking that got us in 
trouble. So the next time you hear 
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somebody attacking the very thing 
that generated liberty, that very thing 
that generated freedom, the very thing 
that generated the greatest standard of 
living in the world, you ought to ask 
the question: Is that true? Did market 
capitalism get us in this trouble? 

What got us in this trouble was cre-
ating a socialized risk that abandoned 
the market principles and created a 
system of loans to people who could 
not afford the loans. 

One of the questions I think we ought 
to ask—at least the American taxpayer 
ought to be asking every Member of 
Congress—is what guarantee do you 
have that passing this $1.12 trillion 
spending bill is going to solve the prob-
lem? You know what. There is not a 
guarantee out there. No Member of 
Congress can tell them that. We are 
going to treat the symptoms with this 
bill. We are going to solve some of the 
short-term problems. We are going to 
create dependency from the States. We 
are going to outline and do things we 
have no business doing. We are going to 
expand Federal bureaucracies. We are 
going to raise the baseline to $300 bil-
lion that will never go away. That is 
what we are going to do with this bill. 
We are going to emphasize and fund the 
most inefficient bureaucracies in the 
world, not on the basis of what is the 
best thing to do but because we will 
look good and we will help out some-
body who needs our help right now. 

I am not opposed to us helping people 
who are unemployed. I am not opposed 
to giving extra food stamps to people 
who find themselves, through no fault 
of their own, in a predicament they 
can’t change, but that is not what this 
bill does. What this bill does is take a 
list of policy options that have been on 
the table for years and funds them in 
enormous, extravagant amounts, that 
will have no impact—zero impact—in 
terms of getting us out of a recession, 
and will have a 100-percent impact in 
guaranteeing we are going to lower the 
standard of living in this country and 
we are going to steal opportunity from 
our children. 

Let’s look at where we are right now 
as a nation. At the end of this year, we 
will have an $11.6 trillion debt, prob-
ably an $11.8 trillion debt, very close to 
our total GDP. We have $95 billion in 
unfunded liabilities we are going to 
place on the backs of our children and 
our grandchildren through Medicare, 
Social Security, Medicaid, and Medi-
care Part D—things we are going to 
give people that they have not paid for 
or we have stolen the money that was 
there to pay for them, and we are going 
to transfer that to our children. 

Last year, we paid, as Americans, 
$230 billion in interest. Do you know 
what it is going to be 2 years from 
now? It is going to be $450 billion. How 
many people think the interest rates 
we are seeing today are going to be sta-
ble and the same 5 years from now? All 
of the economists tell us they are not. 
As the world looks toward us and we 
continue to borrow—we have increased 

our debt by $5 trillion by the time you 
take what the Federal Reserve has 
done and what the Treasury has done— 
how many people think we are going to 
be able to borrow money for 10 years 
for 2.6 percent? No economist thinks 
that. They know it is going to rise 2 or 
3 percent. So we are going to go from 
about 16 percent of our budget for in-
terest payments to about 40 percent of 
our budget for interest payments. What 
are we going to do then? The very real 
important things we need to do—not 
the superfluous stuff; the important 
things the Constitution says we should 
be doing—what are we going to do 
then? Are we going to borrow more? 

What happens when we borrow more? 
What happens when we borrow more is 
interest rates go up, inflation goes up, 
and we have one of two choices: We can 
file bankruptcy as a nation or we can 
have hyperinflation and a marked de-
valuation of the value of the dollar. 
What does that mean? That means you 
won’t be able to keep up with your pay-
ments, you won’t be able to buy a 
home, the cost of any good that is im-
ported in here will rise astronomically. 
This is Armageddon for us. While we 
are in this shape, how dare we think we 
can spend money we don’t have now on 
things we don’t need now and get out of 
a problem that was caused by the very 
same philosophy: It cannot happen and 
it will not happen. 

Let me outline what we have done so 
far in terms of this ‘‘economic down-
turn.’’ Last April, we borrowed $160 bil-
lion from our grandkids and we gave 
everybody a tax credit under $75,000 a 
year or $150,000 for families. We didn’t 
pay for a penny of it. We didn’t get rid 
of one wasteful program. We didn’t 
make one hard choice. What do the 
economists tell us we did with that? 
What was the net effect? The net effect 
was that 12 percent of it had an effect. 
Twelve percent. Now, crank that up to 
$1.1 trillion at 12 percent, which is 
what the estimate is of this bill in 
terms of what kind of effect it is going 
to have. We are going to have about 
$120 billion that is going to have a posi-
tive effect, and then we are going to 
have another $850 billion or $860 billion 
that is going to have no effect whatso-
ever except to steal the future from our 
kids and our grandkids. 

We are going in exactly the wrong di-
rection. We ought to be standing on the 
principles that made this country 
great. There ought to be a review of 
every program in the Federal Govern-
ment that is not effective, that is not 
efficient, that is wasteful or fraudu-
lent, and we ought to get rid of it right 
now. We ought to say, Gone, to be able 
to pay for a real stimulus plan that 
might, in fact, have some impact. 

I would be remiss if I didn’t remind 
everybody that next week we are going 
to hear from the Obama administration 
wanting another $500 billion. Outside of 
this, they are going to want another 
$500 billion to handle the banking sys-
tem. Still not fixing the real disease— 
the pneumonia—we are going to treat 

the fever or treat the cough, but we are 
not going to treat the real disease. 
Until we treat the real disease, this is 
pure waste. It is worse than pure waste. 
It is morally reprehensible, because it 
steals the future of the next two gen-
erations. 

I am going to wind up here and fin-
ish, but I wanted to spend some time to 
make sure the American people know 
what is in this bill. I think once they 
know what is in this bill, they are 
going to reject it out of hand. Let me 
read for my colleagues some of the 
things that are in this bill. The biggest 
earmark in history is in this bill. There 
is $2 billion in this bill to build a coal 
plant with zero emissions. That would 
be great, maybe, if we had the tech-
nology, but the greatest brains in the 
world sitting at MIT say we don’t have 
the technology yet to do that. Why 
would we build a $2 billion powerplant 
we don’t have the technology for that 
we know will come back and ask for 
another $2 billion and another $2 bil-
lion and another $2 billion when we 
could build a demonstration project 
that might cost $150 million or $200 
million? There is nothing wrong with 
having coal-fired plants that don’t 
produce pollution; I am not against 
that. Even the Washington Post said 
the technology isn’t there. It is a boon-
doggle. Why would we do that? 

We eliminated tonight a $246 million 
payback for the large movie studios in 
Hollywood. 

We are going to spend $88 million to 
study whether we ought to buy a new 
ice breaker for the Coast Guard. You 
know what. The Coast Guard needs a 
new ice breaker. Why do we need to 
spend $88 million? They have two ice 
breakers now that they could retrofit 
and fix and come up with equivalent to 
what they needed to and not spend the 
$1 billion they are going to come back 
and ask for, for another ice breaker, so 
why would we spend $88 million doing 
that? 

We are going to spend $448 million to 
build the Department of Homeland Se-
curity a new building. We have $1.3 
trillion worth of empty buildings right 
now, and because it has been blocked in 
Congress we can’t sell them, we can’t 
raze them, we can’t do anything, but 
we are going to spend money on a new 
building here in Washington. We are 
going to spend another $248 million for 
new furniture for that building; a quar-
ter of a billion dollars for new fur-
niture. What about the furniture the 
Department of Homeland Security has 
now? These are tough times. Should we 
be buying new furniture? How about 
using what we have? That is what a 
family would do. They would use what 
they have. They wouldn’t go out and 
spend $248 million on furniture. 

How about buying $600 million worth 
of hybrid vehicles? Do you know what 
I would say? Right now times are 
tough; I would rather Americans have 
new cars than Federal employees have 
new cars. What is wrong with the cars 
we have? Dumping $600 million worth 
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of used vehicles on the used vehicle 
market right now is one of the worst 
things we could do. Instead, we are 
going to spend $600 million buying new 
cars for Federal employees. 

There is $400 million in here to pre-
vent STDs. I have a lot of experience 
on that. I have delivered 4,000 babies. 
We don’t need to spend $400 million on 
STDs. What we need to do is properly 
educate about the infection rates and 
the effectiveness of methods of preven-
tion. That doesn’t take a penny more. 
You can write that on one piece of 
paper and teach every kid in this coun-
try, but we don’t need to spend $400 
million on it. It is not a priority. 

How about $1.4 billion for rural waste 
disposal programs? That might even be 
somewhat stimulative. New sewers. 
That might create jobs. 

How about $150 million for a Smith-
sonian museum? Tell me how that 
helps get us out of a recession. Tell me 
how that is a priority. Would the aver-
age American think that is a priority 
that we ought to be mortgaging our 
kids’ future to spend another $150 mil-
lion at the Smithsonian? 

How about $1 billion for the 2010 cen-
sus? So everybody knows, the census is 
so poorly managed that the census this 
year is going to cost twice—in 2010 is 
going to cost twice what it cost 10 
years ago, and we wasted $800 million 
on a contract because it was no-bid 
that didn’t perform. Nobody got fired, 
no competitive bidding, and we blew 
$800 million. 

We have $75 million for smoking ces-
sation activities, which probably is a 
great idea, but we just passed a bill— 
the SCHIP bill—that we need to get 21 
million more Americans smoking to be 
able to pay for that bill. That doesn’t 
make sense. 

How about $200 million for public 
computer centers at community col-
leges? Since when is a community col-
lege in my State a recipient of Federal 
largesse? Is that our responsibility? I 
mean, did we talk with Dell and Hew-
lett-Packard and say, How do we make 
you all do better? Is there not a mar-
ket force that could make that better? 
Will we actually buy on a true com-
petitive bid? No, because there is noth-
ing that requires competitive bidding 
in anything in this bill. There is noth-
ing that requires it. It is one of the 
things President Obama said he was 
going to mandate at the Federal Gov-
ernment, but there is no competitive 
bidding in this bill at all. 

We have $10 million to inspect canals 
in urban areas. Well, that will put 10 or 
15 people to work. Is that a priority for 
us right now? 

There is $6 billion to turn Federal 
buildings into green buildings. That is 
a priority, versus somebody getting a 
job outside of Washington, a job that 
actually produces something, that ac-
tually increases wealth? 

How about $500 million for State and 
local fire stations? Where do you find 
in the Constitution us paying for local 
fire stations within our realm of pre-

rogatives? None of it is competitively 
bid—not a grant program. 

Next is $1.2 billion for youth activi-
ties. Who does that employ? What does 
that mean? 

How about $88 million for renovating 
the public health service building? You 
know, if we could sell half of the $1.3 
trillion worth of properties we have, we 
could take care of every Federal build-
ing requirement and backlog we have. 

Then there’s $412 million for CDC 
buildings and property. We spent bil-
lions on a new center and headquarters 
for CDC. Is that a priority? Building 
another Government building instead 
of—if we are going to spend $412 mil-
lion on building buildings, let’s build 
one that will produce something, one 
that will give us something. 

How about $850 million for that most 
‘‘efficient’’ Amtrak that hasn’t made 
any money since 1976 and continues to 
have $2 billion or $3 billion a year in 
subsidies? 

Here is one of my favorites: $75 mil-
lion to construct a new ‘‘security 
training’’ facility for State Depart-
ment security officers, and we have 
four other facilities already available 
to train them. But it is not theirs. 
They want theirs. By the way, it is 
going to be in West Virginia. I wonder 
how that got there. So we are going to 
build a new training facility that dupli-
cates four others that we already have 
that could easily do what we need to 
do. But because we have a stimulus 
package, we are going to add in oink 
pork. 

How about $200 million in funding for 
a lease—not buying, but a lease of al-
ternative energy vehicles on military 
installations? We are going to bail out 
the States on Medicaid. Total all of the 
health programs in this, and we are 
going to transfer $150 billion out of the 
private sector and we are going to 
move it to the Federal Government. 
You talk about backdooring national 
health care. Henry Waxman has to be 
smiling big today. He wants a single- 
payer Government-run health care sys-
tem. We are going to move another $150 
billion to the Federal Government 
from the private sector. 

We are going to eliminate fees on 
loans from the Small Business Admin-
istration. You know what that does? 
That pushes productive capital to un-
productive projects. It is exactly the 
wrong thing to do. 

Then there is $160 million to the Job 
Corps Program—but not for jobs and 
not to put more people in the Job 
Corps but to construct or repair build-
ings. 

We are going to spend $524 million for 
information technology upgrades that 
the Appropriations Committee claims 
will create 388 jobs. If you do the math 
on that, that is $1.5 million a job. Don’t 
you love the efficiency of Washington 
thinking? 

We are going to create $79 billion in 
additional money for the States, a 
‘‘slush fund,’’ to bail out States and 
provide millions of dollars for edu-

cation costs. How many of you think 
that will ever go away? Once the State 
education programs get $79 billion over 
2 years, do you think that will ever go 
away? The cry and hue of taking our 
money away—even though it was a 
stimulus and supposed to be limited, it 
will never go away. So we will continue 
putting that forward until our kids 
have grandkids of their own. 

There is about $47 billion for a vari-
ety of energy programs that are pri-
marily focused on renewable energy. I 
am fine with spending that. But we 
ought to get something for it. There 
ought to be metrics. There are no 
metrics. It is pie in the sky, saying we 
will throw some money at it. Let me 
conclude by saying we are at a seminal 
moment in our country. We will either 
start living within the confines of real-
ism and responsibility or we will blow 
it and we will create the downfall of 
the greatest Nation that ever lived. 
This bill is the start of that downfall. 
To abandon a market-oriented society 
and transfer it to a Soviet-style, gov-
ernment-centered, bureaucratic-run 
and mandated program, that is the 
thing that will put the stake in the 
heart of freedom in this country. 

I hope the American people know 
what is in this bill. I am doing every-
thing I can to make sure they know. 
But more important, I hope somebody 
is listening who will treat the ‘‘pneu-
monia’’ we are faced with today, which 
is the housing and mortgage markets. 
It doesn’t matter how much money we 
spend in this bill. It is doomed to fail-
ure unless we fix that problem first. 
Failing that, we will go down in his-
tory as the Congress that undermined 
the future and vitality of this country. 
Let it not be so. 

Mr. President, I appreciate the indul-
gence of you and the staff. With that, I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, this 
week, the Senate is considering critical 
legislation to renew our economy and 
to renew America’s promise of pros-
perity and security for all of its citi-
zens. I have long held the view that 
American innovation can and should 
play a vital role in revitalizing our 
economy and in improving our Nation’s 
health care system. I commend the 
lead sponsors of this legislation for 
making sure that the economic recov-
ery package includes an investment in 
health information technology that 
also takes meaningful steps to protect 
the privacy of American consumers. 

The privacy protections for elec-
tronic health records in the economic 
recovery package are essential to a 
successful national health IT system, 
and these safeguards should not be 
weakened. In America today, if you 
have a health record, you have a health 
privacy problem. The explosion of elec-
tronic health records, digital data-
bases, and the Internet is fueling a 
growing supply of and demand for 
Americans’ health information. The 
ability to easily access this informa-
tion electronically—often by the click 
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of a mouse or a few keystrokes on a 
computer can be very useful in pro-
viding more cost-effective health care. 
But the use of advancing technologies 
to access and share health information 
can also lead to a loss of personal pri-
vacy. 

Without adequate safeguards to pro-
tect health privacy, many Americans 
will simply not seek the medical treat-
ment that they need for fear that their 
sensitive health information will be 
disclosed without their consent. And 
those who do seek medical treatment 
assume the risk of data security 
breaches and other privacy violations. 
Likewise, health care providers who 
perceive the privacy risks associated 
with health IT systems as inconsistent 
with their professional obligations will 
avoid participating in a national 
health IT system. 

The economic recovery package 
takes several important steps to avoid 
these pitfalls and to protect Ameri-
cans’ health information privacy. 
First, the provisions give each indi-
vidual the right to access his or her 
own electronic health records and the 
right to timely notice of data breaches 
involving their health information. 
The economic recovery bill also places 
critical restrictions on the sale of sen-
sitive health data and requires that the 
Department of Health and Human 
Services educates and conducts out-
reach to American consumers and busi-
nesses regarding their privacy rights 
and obligations. Lastly, the bill en-
hances the enforcement tools available 
to the States, as well as to Federal au-
thorities, to deter lax health informa-
tion privacy. These key privacy safe-
guards must not be weakened as the 
Senate considers the economic recov-
ery bill. 

Of course, more can—and should—be 
done in the weeks and months ahead to 
further improve health information 
privacy, such as strengthening the 
rights of consumers to control their 
own electronic health records. In 
Vermont, we have formed a public-pri-
vate partnership that is charged with 
developing Vermont’s statewide elec-
tronic health information system, in-
cluding a policy on privacy. I believe 
that in order for a national health IT 
system to succeed, we in Congress 
should follow Vermont’s good example 
and work together for the long term 
with public and private stakeholders to 
ensure the privacy and security of elec-
tronic health records. 

As the Senate considers the economic 
recovery package, we face many dif-
ficult challenges in our Nation. The 
challenge of finding the right balance 
between privacy and efficiency for a 
national health IT system is just one, 
but it is an important test that we 
must meet head on. Without meaning-
ful privacy safeguards, our Nation’s 
health IT system will fail its citizens. 
In his inaugural address, President 
Obama eloquently noted that in our 
new era of responsibility ‘‘there is 
nothing so satisfying to the spirit, so 

defining of our character than giving 
our all to a difficult task.’’ The privacy 
safeguards in the economic recovery 
package take an important step toward 
tackling the difficult but essential 
task of ensuring meaningful health in-
formation privacy for all Americans. 

Again, I commend the lead sponsors 
of the economic recovery bill and 
President Obama for their commit-
ment to include meaningful health pri-
vacy protections in the bill. I also com-
mend the many stakeholders, including 
the Center for Democracy & Tech-
nology, Consumers Unions, the Amer-
ican Civil Liberties Union, and Micro-
soft, that have advocated tirelessly for 
meaningful health IT privacy protec-
tions in this legislation. I urge all 
Members to support the health IT pri-
vacy protections in the bill, so that our 
national health care system will have 
the support and confidence of the 
American people. 

I ask to have a copy of a February 1, 
2009, editorial from the New York 
Times in support of funding protec-
tions for patients’ privacy entitled, 
‘‘Your E-Health Records,’’ printed in 
the RECORD following my full state-
ment. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the New York Times, Feb. 1, 2009] 
YOUR E-HEALTH RECORDS 

As part of the stimulus package, $20 billion 
will be pumped into the health care system 
to accelerate the use of electronic health 
records. The goal is both to improve the 
quality and lower the costs of care by replac-
ing cumbersome paper records with elec-
tronic records that can be easily stored and 
swiftly transmitted. 

The idea is sound, but it also raises impor-
tant questions about how to ensure the pri-
vacy of patients. Fortunately, the legislation 
would impose sensible privacy protections 
despite attempts by business lobbyists to 
weaken the safeguards. 

With paper records the opportunities for 
breaches are limited to over-the-shoulder 
glimpses or the occasional lost or stolen 
files. But when records are kept and trans-
ferred electronically, the potential for abuse 
can become as vast as the Internet. 

Electronic health records that can be 
linked to individual patients are already pro-
tected by laws that apply primarily to hos-
pitals, doctors, nursing homes, pharmacists, 
laboratories and insurance plans. The stim-
ulus bill that has passed in the House, and a 
similar bill awaiting approval in the Senate, 
would strengthen the privacy requirements 
and apply them more directly to ‘‘business 
associates’’ of the providers, like billing and 
collection services or pharmacy benefit man-
agers, that have access to sensitive data but 
are not readily held accountable for any mis-
use. 

The potential for harm was spelled out by 
the American Civil Liberties Union in a re-
cent letter to Congress. Employers who ob-
tain medical records inappropriately might 
reject a job candidate who looks expensive to 
insure. Drug companies with access to phar-
maceutical records might try to pressure pa-
tients to switch to their products. Data bro-
kers might buy medical and pharmaceutical 
records and sell them to marketers. Unscru-
pulous employees with access to electronic 
records might snoop on the health of their 
colleagues or neighbors. 

The bills pending in Congress would go a 
long way toward preventing such abuses. 
They would outlaw the sale of any personal 
health information without the patient’s 
permission, mandate audit trails to help de-
tect inappropriate access, and require that 
patients be notified whenever their records 
are lost or used for an unauthorized purpose. 
They would also beef up the penalties for 
noncompliance and allow state attorneys 
general to help enforce the rules—a useful 
backup in case the federal government falls 
down on the job. The House version would 
also encourage the use of protective tech-
nologies, like encryption, to protect personal 
medical information that will be trans-
mitted. 

Health insurance plans and some disease 
management groups are complaining that 
the new requirements would impose adminis-
trative burdens that could actually impede 
the use of electronic records and interfere 
with coordination of care. They want to ease 
the marketing restrictions, notify patients 
only if security breaches are harmful, and 
keep the attorneys general out of the en-
forcement role. 

It should be possible through imple-
menting regulations to fine-tune the privacy 
requirements so that they do not disrupt pa-
tient care. Congress must make every effort 
to ensure that patients’ privacy is protected. 

Mr. LEAHY. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to a period of morning busi-
ness, with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

THE STIMULUS BILL 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, my col-
league and friend Senator COBURN of 
Oklahoma spoke at length about our 
Nation’s deficit. I share his concern 
about the impact of debt on future gen-
erations. It is an interesting moment 
in time when many of my friends from 
that side of the aisle are raising the 
issue of deficits and debt. We are in one 
of the most serious economic crises of 
our time—maybe the most serious 
since the Great Depression. This Presi-
dent, recently inaugurated, 2 weeks 
ago, inherited the worst economic situ-
ation since Franklin Roosevelt in the 
Great Depression in 1933. He inherited 
a debt that was unimaginable 8 years 
ago when the previous President began 
his administration. When President 
Bush came to office, our national debt 
was in the range of $5 trillion. When he 
left office, he doubled that national 
debt to more than $10 trillion—in an 8- 
year period of time. The accumulated 
debt of the United States of America, 
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from its inception to that moment, was 
$5 trillion; in 8 years President Bush 
doubled the national debt. 

Many people believe it is going to 
continue to grow because of some of 
the decisions he made. One was to wage 
a war and not pay for it, adding almost 
$1 trillion to our national debt in the 
process. Many other decisions, such as 
cutting taxes at a time when our coun-
try couldn’t afford it, and it turned out 
to be foolhardy and with little positive 
impact on our economy, President 
Obama inherited that. Now he is faced 
with not only that debt, which my col-
league from Oklahoma has aptly de-
scribed, but also an economic crisis 
that cannot be ignored. 

We were told a week ago that the 
gross domestic product of the United 
States of America had declined precipi-
tously for the first time in 25 years. It 
is an indication that our sense of eco-
nomic decline has been borne out by 
the numbers and statistics. We see it in 
every State with increased unemploy-
ment. So President Obama is faced 
with a terrible situation: the largest 
deficit and debt in the history of the 
United States, left by the previous 
President, and the worst economic cri-
sis in 75 years. 

Well, my colleague who spoke is a 
medical doctor. He knows the first 
thing you have to do in the most seri-
ous trauma cases is to try to stabilize 
the patient, and that is what President 
Obama is trying to do, stabilize the 
economy. Every economist—virtually 
every one—liberal and conservative, 
agrees that you cannot stabilizes the 
economy by cutting spending. You 
have to do the opposite. You have to 
encourage economic activity, economic 
growth, business, jobs. Those are the 
things that have to be done, and the 
Government must spend money, even if 
it is in debt. Failing to do that will 
cause our economy to decline even fur-
ther, and more suffering will be borne 
by the families and businesses across 
America. 

So when the Senator from Oklahoma 
comes to the floor and says this is the 
wrong time to spend money, I have to 
tell him that there is no recourse but 
to try to get this economy moving for-
ward by creating good-paying jobs in 
America, investing in our future, mak-
ing sure we are moving toward energy 
independence, trying to prepare our 
educational resources for the 21st cen-
tury by modernizing labs and libraries 
and classrooms, trying to bring the 
kind of changes to health care where 
technology will make health care more 
affordable and safer for patients across 
America. These are investments that 
will not only help us through the cur-
rent recession but will pay off for dec-
ades to come. 

We are clearly spending this money 
in a deficit situation because we have 
no choice. Across the Rotunda in the 
House of Representatives, when Presi-
dent Obama’s recovery and reinvest-
ment bill came forward, not a single 
Republican Representative would vote 

for it. That is unfortunate. The Presi-
dent reached out to them personally 
and asked them to join him in a bipar-
tisan effort, both political parties co-
operating and working together. Sadly, 
it didn’t occur. 

I hope that is not the case in the Sen-
ate. I trust that some Republican Sen-
ators will come forward and realize 
that we are making a good-faith effort 
to accommodate any reasonable 
change they want to make to the pro-
gram. If they want to reduce spending 
in some areas, we are open to it. If they 
have ideas that are better than ours, 
we are open to them as well. I tried to 
make that clear. I think my colleagues 
on this side and the White House have 
tried to make that clear. 

At the end of the day, we are going to 
have to face reality. We will be spend-
ing money now to try to stop this eco-
nomic tailspin. Once we get the econ-
omy stabilized and start investing to-
ward growth again so people have 
peace of mind about their jobs and 
businesses, savings, and the future, 
then we can address responsibly, as we 
must, the deficit and debt situation. I 
look forward to working with the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma when that day ar-
rives. Right now, we have to stabilize 
the patient. 

I say to my friend, Dr. COBURN, join 
us in this important effort, and then 
we can join hands together and try to 
find the way through the fiscal prob-
lems we are currently facing. 

f 

SITUATION IN SRI LANKA 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, The eth-
nic conflict in Sri Lanka that has 
waxed and waned for decades costing 
the lives of tens of thousands of people 
has exploded into a full scale war, and 
it is civilians who are bearing the 
brunt of the carnage. 

The origins of the conflict arise from 
decades of the Sinhalese majority’s 
systematic discrimination against the 
Tamil minority and its denial of the 
Tamils’ meaningful participation in 
the political process. The Sri Lankan 
army is almost exclusively Sinhalese. 
Successive Sinhalese-dominated gov-
ernments have failed to effectively ad-
dress these longstanding injustices. 

Over the years, peaceful demonstra-
tions by Tamils have been met with vi-
olence by Sinhalese extremists, which 
has in turn fostered violent extremism 
on the Tamil side. 

In recent weeks, as the Sri Lankan 
army has seized control of most of the 
northern strongholds of the Tamil Ti-
gers, or LTTE as they are otherwise 
known, the situation has gone from 
dire to the verge of catastrophe for the 
estimated 250,000 vulnerable civilians 
who are trapped in a so-called ‘‘safe 
zone.’’ 

The LTTE has a history of suicide 
bombings and other indiscriminate at-
tacks against civilians, using civilians 
as shields, and preventing civilians 
under their control from escaping to 
government areas. Several hundred 

local staff of the United Nations and 
international humanitarian organiza-
tions are reportedly trapped because 
the LTTE refuses to allow them to 
leave. The LTTE has been designated a 
foreign terrorist organization by the 
United States. 

For its part, the Sri Lankan army in-
sists it is targeting the LTTE, not ci-
vilians. But the army has also acted in 
ways that have blurred any meaningful 
distinction between itself and the 
LTTE. It has reportedly shelled areas 
populated by civilians, including hos-
pitals, causing hundreds of casualties, 
summarily executed suspected LTTE 
sympathizers, and detained those who 
have fled LTTE areas, including women 
and children, in militarized camps 
where they are exposed to great hard-
ship and danger. 

The United Nations says a compound 
sheltering U.N. national staff inside 
the safety zone was shelled on January 
24 and 25, killing at least 9 civilians 
and wounding more than 20. On Janu-
ary 26, another artillery attack report-
edly narrowly missed UN local staff 
working in the safety zone but caused 
dozens of civilian deaths. The Inter-
national Committee of the Red Cross 
has said that ‘‘[h]undreds of patients 
need emergency treatment and evacu-
ation to [a] hospital in the govern-
ment-controlled area.’’ 

In the past 2 days, another hospital 
was reportedly shelled multiple times, 
resulting in more civilian deaths and 
injuries. 

Human Rights Watch reports that 
since last September, when the Sri 
Lankan government ordered the with-
drawal of most UN and nongovern-
mental humanitarian organizations, as 
well as journalists, from the conflicted 
area, a grave humanitarian crisis has 
developed with acute shortages of food, 
shelter, medicine, and other humani-
tarian supplies. 

The Sri Lankan government has a 
duty to respect the rights and protect 
the safety of all Sri Lankan citizens, 
whatever their ethnic origin or polit-
ical views. Instead, the government has 
embarked on a strategy to defeat the 
LTTE militarily and in doing so has 
shown disregard for the laws of war. 
Rather than protecting the Tamil peo-
ple, the government has often contrib-
uted to their suffering. Its strategy has 
been to cordon off the area and blame 
everything, including its own viola-
tions, on the LTTE. 

Since 1984, successive peace talks 
have failed, as both the LTTE and the 
Sri Lankan government have reneged 
on their agreements, and the govern-
ment has failed to provide the vision 
and leadership necessary to build a 
multi-ethnic consensus. Both sides’ ex-
treme ethnic nationalist agendas have 
caused widespread human suffering. 
Both sides are accountable. 

I have no sympathy for the LTTE, 
which has brought misery upon the 
Tamil people it professes to represent. 
But while the LTTE has been severely 
weakened, it is unlikely to disappear, 
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and the cycle of violence may con-
tinue. 

It is imperative that the government 
and the LTTE agree to an immediate 
cease-fire to avoid further loss of life, 
permit access to U.N. monitors and hu-
manitarian organizations, and permit 
civilians to leave for areas of safety. 
The Obama administration, the Brit-
ish, Indian and other concerned govern-
ments, should be publicly urging the 
same. 

Over the longer term, if lasting peace 
is to come to Sri Lanka, the govern-
ment must effectively address, in nego-
tiations which include all the main 
Tamil and Muslim parties, the core 
issues that have fueled the conflict in-
cluding laws and policies that unfairly 
discriminate against Sri Lanka’s mi-
norities. 

There is a related issue that needs to 
be mentioned, and that is the imprison-
ment for the past ten months of J.S. 
Tissainayagam, a journalist, and N. 
Jashiharan, a publisher, and his wife, 
V. Valamathy. They were arrested for 
articles critical of the government, and 
are being held in violation of their 
right to freedom of expression. Another 
of Sri Lankan’s most respected jour-
nalists, Lasantha Wickrematunga, was 
gunned down in broad daylight a few 
weeks ago. According to Navi Pillay, 
the U.N. High Commissioner for 
Human Rights, ‘‘[t]he killing of . . . 
Wickrematunge . . . was the latest blow 
to the free expression of dissent in Sri 
Lanka. The searing article he wrote 
prophesying his own murder is an ex-
traordinary indictment of a system 
corrupted by more than two decades of 
bloody internal conflict.’’ The High 
Commissioner noted that there have 
not been any prosecutions of political 
killings, disappearances and other vio-
lations committed in recent years. 
That in itself speaks volumes about the 
Sri Lankan government’s credibility. 

For many years, the United States 
and Sri Lanka have enjoyed good rela-
tions. A close friend of mine, James 
Spain, was our Ambassador there years 
ago. He often told me of his deep affec-
tion for the Sri Lankan people, and of 
the country’s extraordinary natural 
beauty. 

When the tsunami crashed ashore in 
December 2004, a member of my staff 
was on the island. The American people 
responded generously to help Sri 
Lanka rebuild. 

It has therefore been difficult for me 
to watch the conflict intensify, the 
LTTE abuse civilians and fail to live up 
to its commitments, and the govern-
ment threaten to expel foreign dip-
lomats, aid agencies and journalists, 
and refuse appeals to permit inde-
pendent observers and aid workers ac-
cess to areas where Tamil civilians are 
trapped. And as reputable, courageous 
journalists have been arrested on 
transparently political charges or as-
sassinated. 

The Sri Lanka government will one 
day want the respect and support of the 
United States. The same can be said of 

the LTTE, if and when it renounces vi-
olence and becomes a legitimate polit-
ical party. How they respond to today’s 
humanitarian appeals will weigh heav-
ily on how the United States responds 
when that day comes. 

f 

60TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE IDAHO 
NATIONAL LAB 

MR. CRAPO. Mr. President, today I 
wish to acknowledge a milestone of 
singular significance for Idaho and for 
the Nation. This month marks the 60th 
anniversary of the Idaho National Lab-
oratory. 

In February 1949, the Federal Govern-
ment settled on a site in east central 
Idaho to host the National Reactor 
Testing Station—a place where sci-
entists and engineers could come to-
gether to develop and test new ways to 
put the power of the atom to produc-
tive use for society. In short order, Ex-
perimental Breeder Reactor-I was de-
signed, built and operating—producing 
the world’s first usable amount of elec-
tricity from nuclear power and later, 
proving that reactors could produce, or 
breed, more fuel than they consume. 

Breakthrough after breakthrough 
followed in the ensuing years, includ-
ing significant contributions to na-
tional security with the development 
of the nuclear propulsion systems for 
U.S. Navy submarines and aircraft car-
riers. The Idaho testing station was the 
genesis of American civilian nuclear 
power, responsible for powering an 
American city for the first time with 
nuclear-generated electricity, as well 
as the design and construction of 52 
pioneering nuclear reactors. The Idaho 
testing station was responsible for the 
development of world leading reactor 
safety codes and the operation of the 
Nation’s premier materials testing de-
vice—the Advanced Test Reactor. 

Building on its unsurpassed nuclear 
energy expertise and in recognition of 
its broader capabilities and unique as-
sets, our Idaho ‘‘testing station’’ was 
formally designated a national labora-
tory in 1974. And the pace of innovation 
has only accelerated since. The lab’s 
researchers have received dozens of 
R&D 100, Bright Light, Federal Labora-
tory Consortium and related awards for 
the development of technologies as di-
verse as concealed weapons detection 
systems and novel electrolyte bat-
teries. The lab’s central location with-
in the Western Inland Energy Cor-
ridor—a band stretching from western 
Canada down through our nation’s 
Intermountain and Rocky Mountain 
West—place it in a remarkable position 
to identify, assess and integrate the 
corridor’s unmatched wind, biomass, 
hydropower, geothermal, conventional 
and unconventional fossil and uranium 
resources. 

At 60, the Idaho National Lab’s rel-
evance to the Nation could not be 
greater. Its mission to ‘‘Ensure the na-
tion’s energy security with safe, com-
petitive, and sustainable energy sys-
tems and unique national and home-

land security capabilities,’’ represents 
a pledge to serve by each of the lab’s 
nearly 4,000 employees, as well as the 
management team and partners from 
institutions of higher education in 
Idaho and nationwide. 

I congratulate the employees, man-
agement team and community partners 
of the Idaho National Lab on the occa-
sion of its 60th anniversary and look 
forward to many more years of success, 
built on this matchless legacy of 
science and engineering innovation. 

f 

IDAHOANS SPEAK OUT ON HIGH 
ENERGY PRICES 

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, in mid- 
June, I asked Idahoans to share with 
me how high energy prices are affect-
ing their lives, and they responded by 
the hundreds. The stories, numbering 
well over 1,200, are heartbreaking and 
touching. While energy prices have 
dropped in recent weeks, the concerns 
expressed remain very relevant. To re-
spect the efforts of those who took the 
opportunity to share their thoughts, I 
am submitting every e-mail sent to me 
through an address set up specifically 
for this purpose to the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. This is not an issue that will 
be easily resolved, but it is one that de-
serves immediate and serious atten-
tion, and Idahoans deserve to be heard. 
Their stories not only detail their 
struggles to meet everyday expenses, 
but also have suggestions and rec-
ommendations as to what Congress can 
do now to tackle this problem and find 
solutions that last beyond today. I ask 
unanimous consent to have today’s let-
ters printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

First of all I appreciate all your efforts in 
this manner and hopefully some relief will 
become of them. Secondly this letter may be 
a bit different than most of the others you 
have received. I, like many others feel the 
burden of increasing fuel prices and wonder 
‘‘why’’ prices have risen so much in the past 
few months. I also have deep concerns for the 
dependence of foreign oil this country is a 
slave to. However, we Americans are for the 
most part, myself included, are selfish, 
wasteful and will not give up our conven-
iences. Therefore I personally do not mind 
the higher price of fuel (but hopefully the 
prices will drop) in the aspect that hopefully 
it will encourage people to be a bit more con-
servative. I am fortunate that my wife and I 
live less than three miles from where we 
work (separate business) in the past we both 
have driven our vehicles. My personal vehi-
cle is a Ford F250 that gets 10 mpg. I have 
been driving for the convenience, but re-
cently we have begun riding together (we 
also have a Ford Escape at 25 mpg), walking 
that takes about 45 minutes, riding bicycles 
at about 15 minutes and I also have a motor-
cycle that gets 55 mpg that I have dusted off 
and begun to ride. So it is not all bad. I also 
realize most people are not that fortunate. 
The things that bother me the most are that 
in the land of plenty, our auto manufactur-
ers are still producing vehicles that get 
under 15 mpg; it is way past time for that to 
change. Domestic oil production needs to be 
increased, but please do it sensibly. Consider 
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the environmental impact and make sure 
U.S. oil stays in the U.S., and the fact that 
oil companies are reported to be making 
record profits. Everyone is entitled to make 
a profit, but profiteering is unacceptable. 

Sorry for rambling on but as you hopefully 
can see, I feel the higher fuel prices are an 
opportunity for the American ingenuity to 
kick in with more fuel efficient vehicles, 
commuter options i.e., walking, carpooling, 
alternate transportation, and alternative 
fuels so we as Americans can reduce our de-
pendence on oil and still satisfy our selfish 
lust for independence. 

GREG HOSMAN, Bellevue. 

There are many folks on the edge of losing 
jobs simply because they cannot afford the 
fuel to drive to work. Pairing job opportuni-
ties and increasing availability of affordable 
fuel makes sense. One tenth of one percent in 
a wilderness of 19 million acres is a smaller 
percentage per acre than a person leaves on 
one camping trip. It is a small price to pay. 
Please continue to support President Bush’s 
desire to restore reasonable economics to our 
country. Thanks for standing up. 

DELPHA BUSH, Boise. 

I am strongly opposed to lifting the ban on 
off-shore drilling and strongly against drill-
ing in our wild areas. I am also against the 
use of food crops for ethanol or any policy 
that reduces the availability of food to the 
world poor. I am very supportive of alter-
native energy and government funded re-
search in these areas. I am strongly in favor 
of increased mileage requirements on vehi-
cles. If Europe can get 50 miles to the gallon, 
we should be able to do so also. Thank you 
for your interest in this area. 

LAURA and BILL ASBELL, Post Falls. 

I moved to Idaho to go camping fishing day 
trips etc. . . . now because of the gas prices 
I stay in Nampa most of the time. I have a 
family and I work hard . . . I want to enjoy 
life in Idaho again. Please if you can do any-
thing to help get life back the way it was 
that would be great. Thanks again. 

ELBIE SEIBERT, Nampa. 

Everytime I pass the gas station the price 
rises. Granted myself and my husband chose 
to have the vehicles that we drive, he drives 
a Chevrolet Duramax and I drive a Chevrolet 
Surburban, but these are the vehicles that 
accommodate our lifestyle of kids, dogs and 
camping. But when I see the oil companies 
making unheard-of profits in the first quar-
ter of 2008 it infuriates me! I would not be as 
upset if the oil companies would be upfront 
with the price increase if they were only 
breaking even in their numbers. But making 
over a thirty billion dollar profit in the first 
three months of this year is just wrong. 
Family trips to Eastern Idaho to visit family 
has been cut back from monthly visits to 
once every couple of months. We are lucky 
that we are not in the situation of having to 
choose groceries over gas but if the cost of 
fuel keeps climbing we will also be in the 
same boat as other lower income families. I 
have worked too hard to have the lifestyle 
that my family has for it to be sucked away 
by greedy executives!!! My husband, my step-
father and I all serve in the Idaho Army Na-
tional Guard and we have soldiers that are 
having a hard time getting to their units due 
to the cost of fuel. Something must be done 
and I would not be taking ‘‘no’’ for an an-
swer. $4.00 a gallon of fuel is insane. Nothing 
has been changed to the fuel to have our ve-
hicles preform better and no one is getting a 
cost of living increase for this. 

HEATHER. 

I recently received an email from you re-
questing stories of how the rising gas prices 

are effecting Idaho families. We are a family 
of five trying to make ends meet on one in-
come. The gas prices have made this vir-
tually impossible. We are now looking at my 
husband either taking a second job or my 
going to work part time to make ends meet. 
My husband’s commute to work is about 30 
minutes and I drive the same distance to 
take my children to activities four days per 
week. We have a van and a truck and spend 
about $400 a month on gas. Buying other ve-
hicles is not an option because they are paid 
for and we cannot afford a monthly car pay-
ment. Moving closer to work is also not an 
option given the current housing market. 
The other issue we have seen is the rising 
cost of groceries as a direct result of the rise 
in gas prices. It is getting harder to feed our 
family with the rising cost of groceries and 
we are having to change the way we eat as a 
result. We are now looking at cutting the 
extra-curricular activities for our kids to 
save on gas. 

We are very encouraged by your desire to 
persuade Congress to start using the re-
sources we have in our own country. It is 
time for a change towards becoming more 
independent as a country. We will continue 
to pray for success in your efforts. 

MICHELLE ESQUIVEL, Nampa. 

My 60-year-old daughter spent 23 years as 
an ‘‘at will’’ employee and was fired for no 
reason. She was a Medical Transcriptionist. 
After so many years the requirements 
changed and when looking for a new posi-
tion, found she was no longer qualified. Lon-
gevity did not seem to matter. She drove 40 
miles round trip from Caldwell at night to 
work in a small hospital in Boise. This did 
not last very long as another person got her 
job and worked at home, something that she 
would have done had she been aware that her 
employer would have agreed to it. Their 
sorry did not help. She then lived off of her 
retirement at the same time supporting her 
daughter and grandson. When she left her 
original job she lost her insurance benefits 
and has not been able to afford any. After 
her savings were exhausted she found a job 
delivering the Statesman newspaper. She is 
required to furnish her own car and gas. It so 
happens that her route is rural and covers 
over 35 miles per night. I help out with the 
gas as much as I can. As gas prices continue 
to rise she can hardly afford to go to work 
and the wear and tear on her car with all the 
stops and starts becomes another expense. 

I am 86 years old. My family came to Boise 
in 1861. I am signing my name to this mes-
sage but request it never be used. 

UNSIGNED. 

I want to encourage you to not support 
drilling in ANWR or any currently protected 
Alaska lands. The high gas prices and our de-
pendence on foreign oil have been hard to 
stomach, but I believe there are necessary 
lessons learned for the public. We must de-
crease our insatiable thirst for natural re-
sources in this country. High gas and fuel 
prices have made people think hard about 
changing their driving habits and some of 
their domestic habits as well. Idaho Power 
has been encouraging conservation for a few 
years now, much to their merit, but I do not 
know how successful their campaign has 
been. There have not been any great heating/ 
cooling crises yet such as brown or black 
outs to push people to change. 

Personally, I carpool to work with my hus-
band just about every day, unless I am on 
call (I work in a hospital). Even though I 
work eight hour days and my husband works 
nine hour days, I either walk over to his of-
fice and wait for him to finish, I bring my 
running gear and take a run while waiting 
for him, or I find something else to keep me 

busy for that extra hour. Sure it’s a little in-
convenient. I have animals to feed, pastures, 
a yard, and a garden to water and tend to, 
and the usual chores one has waiting for 
them at the end of a work day. However, I 
believe this small sacrifice is one I can 
shoulder. Additionally, this means that I 
only have to fill my small truck once a 
month. On other days, I try to ride my bike 
to the store, post office, etc., rather than 
making an extra car trip. If I have errands to 
run in my car, I will combine trips into one 
big loop, on one day, to minimize the 
amount and time I need to be driving. As far 
as our consumption of energy at home, we 
are fortunate enough to have lots of shade 
trees, a well insulated house, blinds on all of 
our windows, and an efficient attic fan to 
keep our house relatively cool on hot days. 
Last summer during the extensive heat wave 
we experienced here in SW Idaho I charted 
the high temperature for the day and the 
time our AC came on for about 6 weeks. We 
keep our thermostat set at 79 degrees while 
we are at work and decrease it to 76 or 77 for 
the 6 pm to 10 pm time period. We were able 
to keep our house cool enough 99 percent of 
those over 100 degree days that the AC didn’t 
come on until after 6 pm and ran only one to 
two cycles before we were able to open up 
our windows to cool to outside temps, which 
by 10 pm were usually below 77 degrees. Our 
energy bill remained low for the whole sum-
mer due to our conservation methods. I am 
doing the same this summer. 

I would like to add that, although I oppose 
drilling in our last wilderness areas, I fully 
support conservation incentives and ramping 
up research and support for alternative en-
ergy sources, including nuclear. I hope the 
proposed nuclear plant in Elmore County re-
ceives enough positive support from the pub-
lic to go ahead. Nuclear energy technologies 
have advanced a lot since the 70’s. I believe 
with some education for the general public 
about its increased safety nuclear energy can 
greatly reduce our dependency on hydro-
carbon sources of energy. 

ANGELA CALLAHAN, Eagle. 

Fortunately, we have 2 Toyotas that get 
good gas mileage and last fall I was trans-
ferred to work at St. Als, which is very close 
to my home. So gas expenses for me have not 
been as much of an issue as for others. How-
ever, in my work at the outpatient phar-
macy we have many customers who come 
from Nampa, Caldwell, even Mountain Home, 
and for them to make that drive is quite a 
hardship. Usually, it is specifically to come 
to the doctor and/or pharmacy only; if they 
were not coming for that they would not be 
coming to Boise at all. We have had some 
prescriptions transferred out to pharmacies 
in those communities because people cannot 
afford to drive into Boise. So, it is hurting 
our business. 

I would like to see a better Treasure Val-
ley-wide transportation system to help peo-
ple get to where they need to go without 
having to spend a fortune. For some of these 
people the choice is between medicine or 
food, and this is not some exaggerated sob 
story. It is fact. I would also like to see more 
being done to encourage and fund alternative 
energy sources, more emphasis on hybrid 
cars, or even those that run on no gasoline, 
but on something else that is less expensive, 
less polluting, and easier to produce. The ini-
tial cost of such a changeover would be enor-
mous, but the long term benefits would more 
than make up for this total makeover of our 
energy sources. 

CHERYL ESSARY, Boise. 

First, I express my appreciation for your 
willingness to be in Washington to not only 
represent Idaho but to help ensure that we 
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have men of high moral integrity making de-
cisions about the future of our beloved 
United States of America. 

With respect to high energy prices, I am 
very disappointed that our Federal Congress 
has shamefully neglected their responsibility 
to find a way to develop a national energy 
policy before we arrived at this rather ex-
treme condition. Having worked as an oil 
and gas geologist in Houston, Texas before 
returning to Idaho, I know that it has never 
been a secret that our addiction to oil and 
natural gas was leading us into trouble as 
the opportunities to explore for large re-
serves continued to decline. 

As a nation, we have been so negligent 
about seeing past the next election that our 
policies do not seem capable of meeting the 
challenges of a world that is now inter-
dependent in so many ways. It has been and 
still is ridiculous to remove so many regions 
of offshore from oil and gas exploration and 
development. ANWR, in my opinion should 
be developed and if we are successful in find-
ing additional resources there, use that for 
strategic reserves because we all understand 
that it is not likely to be significantly large 
in and by itself. Why is it so hard to commu-
nicate to those who are extreme (including 
John McCain) in their environmentalist/ 
preservationist theologies that oil compa-
nies can explore and develop resources with 
such a small footprint that the ecological 
impacts are essentially negligible? 

At the same time that I hear many in Con-
gress calling for the rights to explore in ad-
ditional areas, I really have not heard any-
thing addressing the need to increase our re-
finery capacity or to deal with the myriad of 
gasoline blends that are required by EPA 
that reduce efficiencies in refining, nor does 
there seem to be anything coming to rural 
America to help with public transportation 
initiatives. 

The Federal Government’s overzealous ef-
fort to promote biofuels at the expense of 
food production seems to have been a huge 
mistake. Why was a similar effort of support 
not provided for oil shale or coal gasification 
etc.? With new EPA regulations governing 
carbon output it seems that we have added 
so much uncertainty into the business side 
of developing alternative resources that the 
risks may outweigh the potential successes. 

Also, information I have received from the 
American Geologic Institute indicates that 
if the value of the dollar had kept pace with 
the Euro and other world currencies, oil 
prices would be in the $60 to $70 dollar range 
instead of the >$130 level. It seems clear that 
we must find a way to stop the declining 
value of the American dollar! 

You have an incredibly difficult job ahead 
of you as you try to find a path that will lead 
to lower energy costs and improved eco-
nomic prosperity for all of the citizens of our 
country. Our prayers are with you. 

MARK D. LOVELL, Rexburg. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

SIOUX FALLS COUGARS 

∑ Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I wish to 
recognize the University of Sioux Falls 
Cougars men’s football team for win-
ning the 2008 National Association of 
Intercollegiate Athletics, NAIA, Na-
tional Championship and for finishing 
at the top of the NAIA Coaches’ Top 25 
Postseason Poll. This was USFs third 
consecutive trip to the National Cham-
pionship and second championship vic-
tory in that time. 

The University of Sioux Falls men’s 
football team has a long history of suc-
cess, including 3 National Champion-
ships from 1996 to 2008 and 16 Great 
Plains Athletic Conference titles. This 
season proved to be yet another out-
standing performance by the Cougars, 
as they finished with a perfect record 
of 14 to 0 and defeated Carroll College, 
23 to 7, in the NAIA National Cham-
pionship game. Their excellent per-
formance throughout the season was 
awarded by receiving all 18 possible 
first place votes in the NAIA Coaches’ 
Top 25 Postseason Poll. 

The 2008 Cougars were led to the 
championship thanks to the combina-
tion of a powerful offense and a domi-
nating defense. The Cougars averaged 
nearly 37 points per game while giving 
up only 6. The defense ranked first in 
the Nation in numerous statistical cat-
egories, including scoring defense and 
total defense. The team effort dis-
played each week by this group of men 
is a tribute to the countless hours of 
training and preparation that preceded 
this great accomplishment. 

Certainly this season would not have 
been possible without the coaches and 
players themselves. The coaching staff, 
in alphabetical order, is as follows: 
Ross Cimpl, Al Christensen, Kalen 
DeBoer, Jeff Fitzgerald, Ryan Grubb, 
Al Hansen, Eric Inama, Dan Moe, and 
Kurtiss Riggs. 

The team, in alphabetical order, is as 
follows: Blake Andersen, Brandon An-
dersen, Alex Anderson, Drew Anderson, 
Eric Anderson, Anthony Baldassari, 
Jeremy Barnes, Bret Beachner, Travis 
Beaver, Nick Benedetto, Tony 
Benedetto, Dustin Bergmeier, Quintin 
Biermann, Brandon Boe, Lorenzo 
Brown, Tyson Brown, Doug Carlson, 
Jordan Carlson, Cody Cavender, Erik 
Cimpl, Jacob Crowl, Kyle Cummings, 
Drew DeGroot, Josh Dorr, Dane Dris-
coll, Trevor Engelson, Nathan Everett, 
Eric Fjeldheim, Shawn Flanagan, 
Dylan Fritz, Stanley Green, Jake 
Hahne, Adam Halseth, Mike Hartley, 
Brad Hartzler, Michael Hill, Trevor 
Holleman, Lavell Jackson, Eric James, 
Maxon Keating, Taylor Klein, Brandon 
Koolstra, Kyle Lancaster, Jade Larson, 
Scott LeBrun, Landon Leveranz, Matt 
Lindgren, Marlon Lobban, Adam Lopez, 
Ryan Lowmiller, Mitch Lupkes, Brad 
Maag, Justin Meidinger, Joe Moen, 
Tyler Mousel, Tyler Newman, Eric 
Page, Mike Patterson, Tony Pedri, 
Casey Peters, Kristian Porter, Nick 
Ramstad, Jim Rawhouser, Jared Red-
ding, T.J. Ross, Jon Ryan, Spencer 
Sailors, Sean Santiago, Mark Sayler, 
Mark Schaffer, Dan Schmeichel, 
Shawn Schnabel, Andrew Schoenfelder, 
Ryan Schuler, Ismael Small, Eric 
Smith, Kyle Staudt, Dominic 
Studzinski, Rene Velasquez, Jared 
Vlotho, Tim Voegeli, Demetrius Wash-
ington, Kyle Wasson, and T.J. Wendt. 

While the Cougars’ success was truly 
a team effort, I would like to recognize 
the team’s head coach Kalen DeBoer 
for being honored as the 2008 American 
Football Coaches Association NAIA 

Coach of the Year. This is the second 
time that he has received this honor 
since taking the helm for the Cougars 
in 2005. In only 4 years of Cougar lead-
ership, Coach DeBoer has amassed a 
daunting record of 52 to 3. He has led 
the Cougars to the NAIA Championship 
game three times. The Cougars’ contin-
ued success is a testament to Coach 
DeBoer’s ability to motivate his play-
ers to perform and succeed at a high 
level of competition. 

The coaching staff and student-ath-
letes of the University of Sioux Falls 
men’s football team should be very 
proud of all of their accomplishments 
this season. On behalf of the Sioux 
Falls community and the State of 
South Dakota, I am pleased to say con-
gratulations to the Cougars on another 
remarkable season. You have made us 
all very proud.∑ 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself and 
Mr. KOHL): 

S. 364. A bill to provide for the review of 
agricultural mergers and acquisitions by the 
Department of Justice, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. NELSON of Florida: 
S. 365. A bill to establish in the Depart-

ment of Justice the Nationwide Mortgage 
Fraud Task Force to address mortgage fraud 
in the United States, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KERRY: 
S. 366. A bill to amend the Social Security 

Act to eliminate the 5-month waiting period 
for Social Security disability and the 24- 
month waiting period for Medicare benefits 
in the cases of individuals with disabling 
burn injuries; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. LEVIN: 
S. 367. A bill for the relief of Perlat Binaj, 

Almida Binaj, Erina Binaj, and Anxhela 
Binaj; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SCHUMER: 
S. 368. A bill for the relief of Alemseghed 

Mussie Tesfamical; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. KOHL (for himself, Mr. GRASS-
LEY, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. DURBIN, and 
Mr. BROWN): 

S. 369. A bill to prohibit brand name drug 
companies from compensating generic drug 
companies to delay the entry of a generic 
drug into the market; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. INHOFE (for himself, Mr. 
DEMINT, Mr. THUNE, Mr. ROBERTS, 
and Mr. COBURN): 

S. 370. A bill to prohibit the use of funds to 
transfer detainees of the United States at 
Naval Station, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, to 
any facility in the United States or to con-
struct any facility for such detainees in the 
United States, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. THUNE (for himself and Mr. 
VITTER): 

S. 371. A bill to amend chapter 44 of title 
18, United States Code, to allow citizens who 
have concealed carry permits from the State 
in which they reside to carry concealed fire-
arms in another State that grants concealed 
carry permits, if the individual complies 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 03:31 Feb 04, 2009 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00061 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A03FE6.036 S03FEPT1w
w

oo
ds

2 
on

 P
R

O
D

P
C

68
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1432 February 3, 2009 
with the laws of the State; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. AKAKA (for himself, Ms. COL-
LINS, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. VOINOVICH, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. CARPER, 
Mr. PRYOR, and Ms. MIKULSKI): 

S. 372. A bill to amend chapter 23 of title 5, 
United States Code, to clarify the disclosures 
of information protected from prohibited 
personnel practices, require a statement in 
nondisclosure policies, forms, and agree-
ments that such policies, forms, and agree-
ments conform with certain disclosure pro-
tections, provide certain authority for the 
Special Counsel, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. NELSON of Florida: 
S. 373. A bill to amend title 18, United 

States Code, to include constrictor snakes of 
the species Python genera as an injurious 
animal; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and 
Mrs. GILLIBRAND): 

S. Res. 26. A resolution recognizing and 
honoring Ralph Wilson, Jr. and Bruce Smith 
on being selected to the 2009 Pro Football 
Hall of Fame class; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. NELSON of Florida (for him-
self, Mr. VOINOVICH, Mr. BAYH, Mr. 
MARTINEZ, Mr. KYL, and Mr. MENEN-
DEZ): 

S. Con. Res. 4. A concurrent resolution 
calling on the President and the allies of the 
United States to raise the case of Robert 
Levinson with officials of the Government of 
Iran at every level and opportunity, and urg-
ing officials of the Government of Iran to 
fulfill their promises of assistance to the 
family of Robert Levinson and to share in-
formation on the investigation into the dis-
appearance of Robert Levinson with the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
S. 21 

At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from New Mexico (Mr. 
BINGAMAN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 21, a bill to reduce unintended preg-
nancy, reduce abortions, and improve 
access to women’s health care. 

S. 117 
At the request of Mr. KOHL, the name 

of the Senator from California (Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 117, a bill to protect the property 
and security of homeowners who are 
subject to foreclosure proceedings, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 162 
At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the 

name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 162, a bill to provide 
greater accountability of taxpayers’ 
dollars by curtailing congressional ear-
marking, and for other purposes. 

S. 234 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 

name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 

BURRIS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
234, a bill to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 2105 East Cook Street in 
Springfield, Illinois, as the ‘‘Colonel 
John H. Wilson, Jr. Post Office Build-
ing’’. 

S. 249 

At the request of Ms. STABENOW, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. LEVIN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 249, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to qualify for-
merly homeless youth who are stu-
dents for purposes of low income tax 
credit. 

S. 295 

At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Ms. KLOBUCHAR) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 295, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to im-
prove the quality and efficiency of the 
Medicare program through measure-
ment of readmission rates and resource 
use and to develop a pilot program to 
provide episodic payments to organized 
groups of multispecialty and multi-
level providers of services and suppliers 
for hospitalization episodes associated 
with select, high cost diagnoses. 

S. 325 

At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. WICKER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 325, a bill to amend section 845 of 
title 18, United States Code, relating to 
explosives, to grant the Attorney Gen-
eral exemption authority. 

S. 332 

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 332, a bill to establish a com-
prehensive interagency response to re-
duce lung cancer mortality in a timely 
manner. 

S. 333 

At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, her 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
333, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow an above- 
the-line deduction against individual 
income tax for interest on indebtedness 
and for State sales and excise taxes 
with respect to the purchase of certain 
motor vehicles. 

AMENDMENT NO. 101 

At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 101 proposed to H.R. 1, 
a bill making supplemental appropria-
tions for job preservation and creation, 
infrastructure investment, energy effi-
ciency and science, assistance to the 
unemployed, and State and local fiscal 
stabilization, for fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2009, and for other pur-
poses. 

AMENDMENT NO. 102 

At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the 
name of the Senator from Texas (Mrs. 
HUTCHISON) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 102 intended to be pro-
posed to H.R. 1, a bill making supple-

mental appropriations for job preserva-
tion and creation, infrastructure in-
vestment, energy efficiency and 
science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, 
for fiscal year ending September 30, 
2009, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 104 
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the 

names of the Senator from Texas (Mrs. 
HUTCHISON), the Senator from Michi-
gan (Ms. STABENOW), the Senator from 
Ohio (Mr. BROWN), the Senator from In-
diana (Mr. BAYH), the Senator from 
Utah (Mr. BENNETT) and the Senator 
from Virginia (Mr. WEBB) were added 
as cosponsors of amendment No. 104 
proposed to H.R. 1, a bill making sup-
plemental appropriations for job pres-
ervation and creation, infrastructure 
investment, energy efficiency and 
science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, 
for fiscal year ending September 30, 
2009, and for other purposes. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. KERRY: 
S. 366. A bill to amend the Social Se-

curity Act to eliminate the 5-month 
waiting period for Social Security dis-
ability and the 24-month waiting pe-
riod for Medicare benefits in the cases 
of individuals with disabling burn inju-
ries; to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, each year 
an estimated 500,000 people are treated 
for burn injuries, with 40,000 requiring 
hospitalization. It is time that we do 
more to aid those who suffer from dis-
abling burns, which is why I am intro-
ducing the Social Security and Medi-
care Improved Burn Injury Treatment 
Access Act of 2009. I am pleased to join 
my colleague from Massachusetts, Con-
gressman RICHARD NEAL, who intro-
duced similar legislation in the House 
of Representatives. 

This legislation provides a waiver of 
the 24-month waiting period now re-
quired before an uninsured individual 
becomes eligible for Medicare coverage 
for disabling burn injuries. It also pro-
vides a waiver for the five-month wait-
ing period for Social Security dis-
ability benefits. This will help provide 
greater assistance to those who suffer 
from burn injuries and much needed 
support for the burn centers that treat 
them. Burn care is highly specialized 
and expensive. Since approximately 40 
percent of burn victims are uninsured, 
this places a great financial strain on 
burn centers, causing some of them to 
close. 

At a time when we are asking burn 
centers to be prepared to deal with cat-
astrophic cases, and expand their ca-
pacity, we also must provide the sup-
port they need. Chemical fires, explo-
sions, terrorist attacks, and major ac-
cidents are scenarios where burn cen-
ters play a critical role in public 
health. Over one-third of those hos-
pitalized in New York following the 
September 11 terrorist attacks had se-
vere burn injuries. 
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This legislation will provide imme-

diate Medicare coverage for uninsured 
patients suffering serious, disabling 
burn injuries. It follows an approach 
already taken with other conditions 
such as End Stage Renal Disease, 
ESRD, and amyotrophic lateral scle-
rosis ALS or Lou Gehrig’s disease, both 
of which result in waivers of the 24- 
month waiting period for Medicare eli-
gibility. 

This legislation has important cost 
containment measures. To prevent 
shifting the burden of care, no one with 
public or private insurance at the time 
of their burn injury will be eligible for 
the 24-month waiver, and state public 
insurance programs will not be allowed 
to restrict coverage for burn patients 
as a way to shift the responsibility to 
Medicare. Each individual’s disability 
status is required to be reevaluated at 
least once every three years to ensure 
that those who have made a full recov-
ery are not allowed to stay on Medi-
care indefinitely. 

We cannot allow our Nation’s burn 
centers to continue closing due to a 
lack of financial resources. They are a 
vital resource and through them, we 
have the opportunity to give burn vic-
tims the best possible chance at recov-
ery. I ask all my colleagues to support 
this legislation. 

By Mr. KOHL (for himself, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. 
DURBIN, and Mr. BROWN): 

S. 369. A bill to prohibit brand name 
drug companies from compensating ge-
neric drug companies to delay the 
entry of a generic drug into the mar-
ket; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce, with Senators 
GRASSLEY, FEINGOLD, DURBIN and 
BROWN, the Preserve Access to Afford-
able Generics Act. Our legislation will 
prevent one of the most egregious tac-
tics used to keep generic competitors 
off the market, leaving consumers with 
unnecessarily high drug prices. The 
way it is done is simple—a drug com-
pany that holds a patent on a brand- 
name drug pays a generic drug maker 
to not sell a competing product. The 
brand name company profits so much 
by delaying competition that it can 
easily afford to pay off the generic 
company. The only losers are the 
American people, who continue to pay 
unnecessarily high drug prices for 
years to come. 

Our legislation is basically very sim-
ple it will make these anti-competi-
tive, anti-consumer patent payoffs ille-
gal. We will thereby end a practice se-
riously impeding generic drug competi-
tion, competition that could save con-
sumers literally billions of dollars in 
health care costs. When we first intro-
duced this legislation to ban these pay- 
off settlements in 2007, it had broad 
support from those concerned with ris-
ing health care costs, including the 
AARP. The New York Times editorial-
ized in January 2007 in support of legis-

lation to ban the pay-off settlements, 
pointing out that the settlements ‘‘are 
a costly legal loophole that needs to be 
plugged by Congressional legislation.’’ 

Despite the opposition of the Federal 
Trade Commission to these anti-com-
petitive patent settlements, two 2005 
appellate court decisions have per-
mitted these backroom payoffs. And 
the effect of these court decisions has 
been stark. In the two years after these 
two decisions, the FTC has found, half 
of all patent settlements involved pay-
ments from the brand name from the 
generic manufacturer in return for an 
agreement by the generic to keep its 
drug off the market. In the year before 
these decisions, not a single patent set-
tlement reported to the FTC contained 
such an agreement. 

When brand name drugs lose their 
patent monopoly, this opens the door 
for consumers, employers, third-party 
payers, and other purchasers to save 
billions—30 percent to 80 percent on av-
erage—by using generic versions of 
these drugs. A recent study released by 
the Pharmaceutical Care Management 
Association showed that health plans 
and consumers could save $26.4 billion 
over 5 years by using the generic 
versions of 14 popular drugs that are 
scheduled to lose their patent protec-
tions before 2010. 

The urgency of the need for this leg-
islation was highlighted just yester-
day, when the FTC filed an antitrust 
case challenging the latest ‘‘pay for 
delay’’ settlement. The FTC’s Com-
plaint alleges that Solvay, the brand 
name manufacturer of a hormone- 
boosting drug, entered into an agree-
ment with two generic companies to 
delay the entry of their generic version 
of the drug for nine years. The FTC al-
leged that Solvay agreed in 2006 to 
share its profits with the generic com-
petitors as long as they did not launch 
their generic versions until 2015. If 
these allegations are true, this is ex-
actly the anti-consumer, anti-competi-
tion agreement that would be rendered 
illegal by our bill. 

We introduced this bill in the last 
Congress and it passed out of the Judi-
ciary Committee without a dissenting 
vote. Nonetheless, we heard from some 
in the generic drug industry that on 
occasion these patent settlements may 
not harm competition. That is why 
this year’s version of the legislation in-
cludes a new provision not contained in 
the bill introduced in the last Con-
gress. This new provision would permit 
the Federal Trade Commission the 
guardians of competition in this indus-
try to exempt from this amendment’s 
ban certain agreements if the FTC de-
termines such agreements would ben-
efit consumers. This provision will en-
sure that our amendment does not pre-
vent any agreements which will truly 
benefit consumers. 

It is also important to note that— 
contrary to the arguments made by 
some—our amendment will not ban all 
patent settlements. In fact, our bill 
will not ban any settlement which does 

not involve an exchange of money. This 
legislation will do nothing to prevent 
parties from settling patent litigation 
with an agreement that a generic will 
delay entry for some period of time in 
return for ending its challenge to the 
validity of the patent. Only the egre-
gious pay-off settlements in which the 
brand name company also pays the ge-
neric company a sum of money to do so 
will be banned. 

In closing, we cannot profess to care 
about the high cost of prescription 
drugs while turning a blind eye to anti-
competitive backroom deals between 
brand and generic drug companies. It is 
time to stop these drug company pay- 
offs that only serve the companies in-
volved and deny consumers to afford-
able generic drugs. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in this effort by sup-
porting this legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 369 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Preserve Ac-
cess to Affordable Generics Act’’. 
SEC. 2. CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS AND DEC-

LARATION OF PURPOSES. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that— 
(1) prescription drugs make up 10 percent 

of the national health care spending but for 
the past decade have been 1 of the fastest 
growing segments of health care expendi-
tures. 

(2) 67 percent of all prescriptions dispensed 
in the United States are generic drugs, yet 
they account for only 20 percent of all ex-
penditures; 

(3) generic drugs, on average, cost 30 to 80 
percent less than their brand-name counter-
parts; 

(4) consumers and the health care system 
would benefit from free and open competi-
tion in the pharmaceutical market and the 
removal of obstacles to the introduction of 
generic drugs; 

(5) full and free competition in the phar-
maceutical industry, and the full enforce-
ment of antitrust law to prevent anti-
competitive practices in this industry, will 
lead to lower prices, greater innovation, and 
inure to the general benefit of consumers. 

(6) the Federal Trade Commission has de-
termined that some brand name pharma-
ceutical manufacturers collude with generic 
drug manufacturers to delay the marketing 
of competing, low-cost, generic drugs; 

(7) collusion by pharmaceutical manufac-
turers is contrary to free competition, to the 
interests of consumers, and to the principles 
underlying antitrust law; 

(8) in 2005, 2 appellate court decisions re-
versed the Federal Trade Commission’s long- 
standing position, and upheld settlements 
that include pay-offs by brand name pharma-
ceutical manufacturers to generic manufac-
turers designed to keep generic competition 
off the market; 

(9) in the 6 months following the March 
2005 court decisions, the Federal Trade Com-
mission found there were three settlement 
agreements in which the generic received 
compensation and agreed to a restriction on 
its ability to market the product; 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 04:56 Feb 04, 2009 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00063 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A03FE6.027 S03FEPT1w
w

oo
ds

2 
on

 P
R

O
D

P
C

68
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1434 February 3, 2009 
(10) the FTC found that 1⁄2 of the settle-

ments made in 2006 and 2007 between brand 
name and generic companies, and over 2⁄3 of 
the settlements with generic companies with 
exclusivity rights that blocked other generic 
drug applicants, included a pay-off from the 
brand name manufacturer in exchange for a 
promise from the generic company to delay 
entry into the market; and 

(11) settlements which include a payment 
from a brand name manufacturer to a ge-
neric manufacturer to delay entry by generic 
drugs are anti-competitive and contrary to 
the interests of consumers. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are— 

(1) to enhance competition in the pharma-
ceutical market by prohibiting anticompeti-
tive agreements and collusion between brand 
name and generic drug manufacturers in-
tended to keep generic drugs off the market; 

(2) to support the purpose and intent of 
antitrust law by prohibiting anticompetitive 
agreements and collusion in the pharma-
ceutical industry; and 

(3) to clarify the law to prohibit payments 
from brand name to generic drug manufac-
turers with the purpose to prevent or delay 
the entry of competition from generic drugs. 
SEC. 3. UNLAWFUL COMPENSATION FOR DELAY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Clayton Act (15 
U.S.C. 12 et seq.) is amended by inserting 
after section 28 the following: 
‘‘SEC. 29. UNLAWFUL INTERFERENCE WITH GE-

NERIC MARKETING. 
‘‘(a) It shall be unlawful under this Act for 

any person, in connection with the sale of a 
drug product, to directly or indirectly be a 
party to any agreement resolving or settling 
a patent infringement claim in which— 

‘‘(1) an ANDA filer receives anything of 
value; and 

‘‘(2) the ANDA filer agrees not to research, 
develop, manufacture, market, or sell the 
ANDA product for any period of time. 

‘‘(b) Nothing in this section shall prohibit 
a resolution or settlement of patent infringe-
ment claim in which the value paid by the 
NDA holder to the ANDA filer as a part of 
the resolution or settlement of the patent in-
fringement claim includes no more than the 
right to market the ANDA product prior to 
the expiration of the patent that is the basis 
for the patent infringement claim. 

‘‘(c) In this section: 
‘‘(1) The term ‘agreement’ means anything 

that would constitute an agreement under 
section 1 of the Sherman Act (15 U.S.C. 1) or 
section 5 of the Federal Trade Commission 
Act (15 U.S.C. 45). 

‘‘(2) The term ‘agreement resolving or set-
tling a patent infringement claim’ includes, 
any agreement that is contingent upon, pro-
vides a contingent condition for, or is other-
wise related to the resolution or settlement 
of the claim. 

‘‘(3) The term ‘ANDA’ means an abbre-
viated new drug application, as defined under 
section 505(j) of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 355(j)). 

‘‘(4) The term ‘ANDA filer’ means a party 
who has filed an ANDA with the Food and 
Drug Administration. 

‘‘(5) The term ‘ANDA product’ means the 
product to be manufactured under the ANDA 
that is the subject of the patent infringe-
ment claim. 

‘‘(6) The term ‘drug product’ means a fin-
ished dosage form (e.g., tablet, capsule, or 
solution) that contains a drug substance, 
generally, but not necessarily, in association 
with 1 or more other ingredients, as defined 
in section 314.3(b) of title 21, Code of Federal 
Regulations. 

‘‘(7) The term ‘NDA’ means a new drug ap-
plication, as defined under section 505(b) of 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
(21 U.S.C. 355(b)). 

‘‘(8) The term ‘NDA holder’ means— 
‘‘(A) the party that received FDA approval 

to market a drug product pursuant to an 
NDA; 

‘‘(B) a party owning or controlling enforce-
ment of the patent listed in the Approved 
Drug Products With Therapeutic Equiva-
lence Evaluations (commonly known as the 
‘FDA Orange Book’) in connection with the 
NDA; or 

‘‘(C) the predecessors, subsidiaries, divi-
sions, groups, and affiliates controlled by, 
controlling, or under common control with 
any of the entities described in subclauses (i) 
and (ii) (such control to be presumed by di-
rect or indirect share ownership of 50 percent 
or greater), as well as the licensees, 
licensors, successors, and assigns of each of 
the entities. 

‘‘(9) The term ‘patent infringement’ means 
infringement of any patent or of any filed 
patent application, extension, reissue, re-
newal, division, continuation, continuation 
in part, reexamination, patent term restora-
tion, patents of addition and extensions 
thereof. 

‘‘(10) The term ‘patent infringement claim’ 
means any allegation made to an ANDA 
filer, whether or not included in a complaint 
filed with a court of law, that its ANDA or 
ANDA product may infringe any patent held 
by, or exclusively licensed to, the NDA hold-
er of the drug product.’’. 

(b) REGULATIONS.—The Federal Trade Com-
mission may, by rule promulgated under sec-
tion 553 of title 5, United States Code, ex-
empt certain agreements described in sec-
tion 29 of the Clayton Act, as added by sub-
section (a), if the Commission finds such 
agreements to be in furtherance of market 
competition and for the benefit of con-
sumers. Consistent with the authority of the 
Commission, such rules may include inter-
pretive rules and general statements of pol-
icy with respect to the practices prohibited 
under section 29 of the Clayton Act. 
SEC. 4. NOTICE AND CERTIFICATION OF AGREE-

MENTS. 
(a) NOTICE OF ALL AGREEMENTS.—Section 

1112(c)(2) of the Medicare Prescription Drug, 
Improvement, and Modernization Act of 2003 
(21 U.S.C. 3155 note) is amended by— 

(1) striking ‘‘the Commission the’’ and in-
serting ‘‘the Commission (1) the’’; and 

(2) inserting before the period at the end 
the following: ‘‘; and (2) a description of the 
subject matter of any other agreement the 
parties enter into within 30 days of an enter-
ing into an agreement covered by subsection 
(a) or (b)’’. 

(b) CERTIFICATION OF AGREEMENTS.—Sec-
tion 1112 of such Act is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(d) CERTIFICATION.—The Chief Executive 
Officer or the company official responsible 
for negotiating any agreement required to be 
filed under subsection (a), (b), or (c) shall 
execute and file with the Assistant Attorney 
General and the Commission a certification 
as follows: ‘I declare under penalty of per-
jury that the following is true and correct: 
The materials filed with the Federal Trade 
Commission and the Department of Justice 
under section 1112 of subtitle B of title XI of 
the Medicare Prescription Drug, Improve-
ment, and Modernization Act of 2003, with 
respect to the agreement referenced in this 
certification: (1) represent the complete, 
final, and exclusive agreement between the 
parties; (2) include any ancillary agreements 
that are contingent upon, provide a contin-
gent condition for, or are otherwise related 
to, the referenced agreement; and (3) include 
written descriptions of any oral agreements, 
representations, commitments, or promises 
between the parties that are responsive to 
subsection (a) or (b) of such section 1112 and 
have not been reduced to writing.’.’’. 

SEC. 5. FORFEITURE OF 180-DAY EXCLUSIVITY 
PERIOD. 

Section 505 of the Federal Food, Drug and 
Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 355(j)(5)(D)(i)(V)) is 
amended by inserting ‘‘section 29 of the 
Clayton Act or’’ after ‘‘that the agreement 
has violated’’. 

By Mr. AKAKA (for himself, Ms. 
COLLINS, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. 
VOINOVICH, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. CARPER, Mr. PRYOR, 
and Ms. MIKULSKI): 

S. 372. A bill to amend chapter 23 of 
title 5, United States Code, to clarify 
the disclosures of information pro-
tected from prohibited personnel prac-
tices, require a statement in nondisclo-
sure policies, forms, and agreements 
that such policies, forms, and agree-
ments conform with certain disclosure 
protections, provide certain authority 
for the Special Counsel, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Af-
fairs. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, today I 
rise to reintroduce the Whistleblower 
Protection Enhancement Act. I am 
pleased that Senators COLLINS, GRASS-
LEY, LEVIN, LIEBERMAN, VOINOVICH, 
LEAHY, KENNEDY, CARPER, PRYOR, and 
MIKULSKI have joined as cosponsors of 
this bill. 

I have been a long-time proponent of 
strengthening the rights and protec-
tions of federal whistleblowers. Last 
year, my bill, the Federal Employee 
Protection of Disclosures Act, S. 274, 
passed the Senate by unanimous con-
sent in December 2007. A similar House 
bill, the Whistleblower Protection En-
hancement Act, also passed in March 
2008. Unfortunately, we were not able 
to reconcile the two bills and enact 
whistleblower protections before the 
110th Congress adjourned. 

The need for strengthened whistle-
blower protections is clear. In this 
time of economic crisis, we cannot wait 
to act on measures to make sure the 
government uses tax dollars efficiently 
and effectively. Indeed, President 
Obama emphasized the need for im-
proved accountability in his inaugural 
address, stating: 

Those of us who manage the public’s dol-
lars will be held to account—to spend wisely, 
reform bad habits, and do our business in the 
light of day—because only then can we re-
store the vital trust between a people and 
their government. 

This legislation will help us hold 
those who manage the public’s dollars 
accountable by strengthening protec-
tions for Federal workers who shed 
light on Government waste, fraud, and 
abuse. Our bill also will contribute to 
public health and safety, civil rights 
and civil liberties, national security, 
and other valuable interests. Federal 
employees often are in the best posi-
tion to observe and disclose Federal 
Government wrongdoing that can af-
fect every aspect of our economy and 
our lives, and fewer employees will 
have the courage to disclose wrong-
doing without meaningful whistle-
blower protections. 
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The Whistleblower Protection Act, 

WPA, was intended to shield Federal 
whistleblowers from retaliation, but 
the Federal Circuit and the Merit Sys-
tems Protection Board repeatedly have 
issued decisions that misconstrue the 
WPA and scale back its protections. 
Federal whistleblowers have prevailed 
on the merits of their claims before the 
Federal Circuit Court of Appeals, 
which has sole jurisdiction over federal 
employee whistleblower appeals, only 
three times in hundreds of cases since 
1994. That is why further action is nec-
essary. 

I will highlight a few of the impor-
tant provisions in this bill. Our bill 
would eliminate a number of restric-
tions that the Federal Circuit has read 
into the law regarding when disclo-
sures are covered by the WPA. In light 
of the Federal Circuit’s restrictive 
reading of the WPA, it would establish 
a pilot program to allow whistleblower 
appeals to be filed in the appropriate 
regional Federal Court of Appeals for 
five years, and would require a Govern-
ment Accountability Office review of 
that change 40 months after enact-
ment. This bill would bar agencies 
from enforcing a nondisclosure policy, 
revoking an employee’s security clear-
ance, or investigating an employee in 
retaliation for a protected disclosure. 

This bill also includes a few improve-
ments in whistleblower protection that 
were not in S. 274. It would expand the 
coverage of the Whistleblower Protec-
tion Act to include employees of the 
Transportation Security Administra-
tion. Additionally, it would make clear 
that disclosures of censorship of sci-
entific information that could lead to 
gross government waist or mismanage-
ment, a substantial and specific danger 
to public health or safety, or a viola-
tion of law are protected. 

Congress has a duty to provide strong 
protections for Federal whistleblowers. 
Only when Federal employees are con-
fident that they will not face retalia-
tion will they feel comfortable coming 
forward to disclose information that 
can be used to improve government op-
erations, our national security, and the 
health of our citizens. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 372 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. PROTECTION OF CERTAIN DISCLO-

SURES OF INFORMATION BY FED-
ERAL EMPLOYEES. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Whistleblower Protection Enhancement 
Act of 2009’’. 

(b) CLARIFICATION OF DISCLOSURES COV-
ERED.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 2302(b)(8) of title 
5, United States Code, is amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (A)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘which the employee or ap-

plicant reasonably believes evidences’’ and 

inserting ‘‘, without restriction to time, 
place, form, motive, context, forum, or prior 
disclosure made to any person by an em-
ployee or applicant, including a disclosure 
made in the ordinary course of an employee’s 
duties, that the employee or applicant rea-
sonably believes is evidence of’’; 

(ii) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘a violation’’ 
and inserting ‘‘any violation’’; and 

(iii) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end; 
(B) in subparagraph (B)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘which the employee or ap-

plicant reasonably believes evidences’’ and 
inserting ‘‘, without restriction to time, 
place, form, motive, context, forum, or prior 
disclosure made to any person by an em-
ployee or applicant, including a disclosure 
made in the ordinary course of an employee’s 
duties, of information that the employee or 
applicant reasonably believes is evidence 
of’’; 

(ii) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘a violation’’ 
and inserting ‘‘any violation (other than a 
violation of this section)’’; and 

(iii) in clause (ii), by adding ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(C) any disclosure that— 
‘‘(i) is made by an employee or applicant of 

information required by law or Executive 
order to be kept secret in the interest of na-
tional defense or the conduct of foreign af-
fairs that the employee or applicant reason-
ably believes is direct and specific evidence 
of— 

‘‘(I) any violation of any law, rule, or regu-
lation; 

‘‘(II) gross mismanagement, a gross waste 
of funds, an abuse of authority, or a substan-
tial and specific danger to public health or 
safety; or 

‘‘(III) a false statement to Congress on an 
issue of material fact; and 

‘‘(ii) is made to— 
‘‘(I) a member of a committee of Congress 

having a primary responsibility for oversight 
of a department, agency, or element of the 
Federal Government to which the disclosed 
information relates and who is authorized to 
receive information of the type disclosed; 

‘‘(II) any other Member of Congress who is 
authorized to receive information of the type 
disclosed; or 

‘‘(III) an employee of Congress who has the 
appropriate security clearance and is author-
ized to receive information of the type dis-
closed.’’. 

(2) PROHIBITED PERSONNEL PRACTICES UNDER 
SECTION 2302(b)(9).— 

(A) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—Title 5, United States Code, is 
amended in subsections (a)(3), (b)(4)(A), and 
(b)(4)(B)(i) of section 1214, in subsections (a), 
(e)(1) and (i) of section 1221, and in sub-
section (a)(2)(C)(i) of 2302 by inserting ‘‘or 
2302(b)(9) (B) through (D)’’ after ‘‘section 
2302(b)(8)’’ or ‘‘(b)(8)’’ each place it appears. 

(B) OTHER REFERENCES.—Title 5, United 
States Code, is amended in subsection 
(b)(4)(B)(i) of section 1214 and in subsection 
(e)(1) of section 1221 by inserting ‘‘or pro-
tected activity’’ after ‘‘disclosure’’ each 
place it appears. 

(c) DEFINITIONAL AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) DISCLOSURES.—Section 2302(a)(2) of title 

5, United States Code, is amended— 
(A) in subparagraph (B)(ii), by striking 

‘‘and’’ at the end; 
(B) in subparagraph (C)(iii), by striking the 

period at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(D) ‘disclosure’ means a formal or infor-

mal communication or transmission, but 
does not include a communication con-
cerning policy decisions that lawfully exer-
cise discretionary authority unless the em-
ployee or applicant providing the disclosure 

reasonably believes that the disclosure evi-
dences— 

‘‘(i) any violation of any law, rule, or regu-
lation; or 

‘‘(ii) gross mismanagement, a gross waste 
of funds, an abuse of authority, or a substan-
tial and specific danger to public health or 
safety.’’. 

(2) CLEAR AND CONVINCING EVIDENCE.—Sec-
tions 1214(b)(4)(B)(ii) and 1221(e)(2) of title 5, 
United States Code, are amended by adding 
at the end the following: ‘‘For purposes of 
the preceding sentence, ‘clear and con-
vincing evidence’ means evidence indicating 
that the matter to be proved is highly prob-
able or reasonably certain.’’. 

(d) REBUTTABLE PRESUMPTION.—Section 
2302(b) of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended by amending the matter following 
paragraph (12) to read as follows: 
‘‘This subsection shall not be construed to 
authorize the withholding of information 
from Congress or the taking of any personnel 
action against an employee who discloses in-
formation to Congress. For purposes of para-
graph (8), any presumption relating to the 
performance of a duty by an employee who 
has authority to take, direct others to take, 
recommend, or approve any personnel action 
may be rebutted by substantial evidence. For 
purposes of paragraph (8), a determination as 
to whether an employee or applicant reason-
ably believes that they have disclosed infor-
mation that evidences any violation of law, 
rule, regulation, gross mismanagement, a 
gross waste of funds, an abuse of authority, 
or a substantial and specific danger to public 
health or safety shall be made by deter-
mining whether a disinterested observer 
with knowledge of the essential facts known 
to and readily ascertainable by the employee 
could reasonably conclude that the actions 
of the Government evidence such violations, 
mismanagement, waste, abuse, or danger.’’. 

(e) PERSONNEL ACTIONS AND PROHIBITED 
PERSONNEL PRACTICES.— 

(1) PERSONNEL ACTION.—Section 
2302(a)(2)(A) of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(A) in clause (x), by striking ‘‘and’’ after 
the semicolon; and 

(B) by redesignating clause (xi) as clause 
(xiv) and inserting after clause (x) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(xi) the implementation or enforcement 
of any nondisclosure policy, form, or agree-
ment; 

‘‘(xii) a suspension, revocation, or other de-
termination relating to a security clearance 
or any other access determination by a cov-
ered agency; 

‘‘(xiii) an investigation, other than any 
ministerial or nondiscretionary fact finding 
activities necessary for the agency to per-
form its mission, of an employee or appli-
cant for employment because of any activity 
protected under this section; and’’ 

(2) PROHIBITED PERSONNEL PRACTICE.—Sec-
tion 2302(b) of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(A) in paragraph (11), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; 

(B) in paragraph (12), by striking the pe-
riod and inserting a semicolon; and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (12) the 
following: 

‘‘(13) implement or enforce any nondisclo-
sure policy, form, or agreement, if such pol-
icy, form, or agreement does not contain the 
following statement: ‘These provisions are 
consistent with and do not supersede, con-
flict with, or otherwise alter the employee 
obligations, rights, or liabilities created by 
Executive Order No. 12958; section 7211 of 
title 5, United States Code (governing disclo-
sures to Congress); section 1034 of title 10, 
United States Code (governing disclosure to 
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Congress by members of the military); sec-
tion 2302(b)(8) of title 5, United States Code 
(governing disclosures of illegality, waste, 
fraud, abuse, or public health or safety 
threats); the Intelligence Identities Protec-
tion Act of 1982 (50 U.S.C. 421 et seq.) (gov-
erning disclosures that could expose con-
fidential Government agents); and the stat-
utes which protect against disclosures that 
could compromise national security, includ-
ing sections 641, 793, 794, 798, and 952 of title 
18, United States Code, and section 4(b) of 
the Subversive Activities Control Act of 1950 
(50 U.S.C. 783(b)). The definitions, require-
ments, obligations, rights, sanctions, and li-
abilities created by such Executive order and 
such statutory provisions are incorporated 
into this agreement and are controlling’; or 

‘‘(14) conduct, or cause to be conducted, an 
investigation, other than any ministerial or 
nondiscretionary fact finding activities nec-
essary for the agency to perform its mission, 
of an employee or applicant for employment 
because of any activity protected under this 
section.’’. 

(f) EXCLUSION OF AGENCIES BY THE PRESI-
DENT.—Section 2302(a)(2)(C) of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended by striking clause 
(ii) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(ii)(I) the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion, the Central Intelligence Agency, the 
Defense Intelligence Agency, the National 
Geospatial-Intelligence Agency, the National 
Security Agency; and 

‘‘(II) as determined by the President, any 
executive agency or unit thereof the prin-
cipal function of which is the conduct of for-
eign intelligence or counterintelligence ac-
tivities, if the determination (as that deter-
mination relates to a personnel action) is 
made before that personnel action; or’’. 

(g) DISCIPLINARY ACTION.—Section 
1215(a)(3) of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(3)(A) A final order of the Board may im-
pose— 

‘‘(i) disciplinary action consisting of re-
moval, reduction in grade, debarment from 
Federal employment for a period not to ex-
ceed 5 years, suspension, or reprimand; 

‘‘(ii) an assessment of a civil penalty not to 
exceed $1,000; or 

‘‘(iii) any combination of disciplinary ac-
tions described under clause (i) and an as-
sessment described under clause (ii). 

‘‘(B) In any case in which the Board finds 
that an employee has committed a prohib-
ited personnel practice under paragraph (8) 
or (9) of section 2302(b), the Board shall im-
pose disciplinary action if the Board finds 
that the activity protected under paragraph 
(8) or (9) of section 2302(b) was a significant 
motivating factor, even if other factors also 
motivated the decision, for the employee’s 
decision to take, fail to take, or threaten to 
take or fail to take a personnel action, un-
less that employee demonstrates, by prepon-
derance of evidence, that the employee 
would have taken, failed to take, or threat-
ened to take or fail to take the same per-
sonnel action, in the absence of such pro-
tected activity.’’. 

(h) REMEDIES.— 
(1) ATTORNEY FEES.—Section 1204(m)(1) of 

title 5, United States Code, is amended by 
striking ‘‘agency involved’’ and inserting 
‘‘agency where the prevailing party is em-
ployed or has applied for employment’’. 

(2) DAMAGES.—Sections 1214(g)(2) and 
1221(g)(1)(A)(ii) of title 5, United States Code, 
are amended by striking all after ‘‘travel ex-
penses,’’ and inserting ‘‘any other reasonable 
and foreseeable consequential damages, and 
compensatory damages (including attorney’s 
fees, interest, reasonable expert witness fees, 
and costs).’’ each place it appears. 

(i) JUDICIAL REVIEW.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 7703(b)(1) of title 
5, United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(b)(1)(A) Except as provided in subpara-
graph (B) and paragraph (2), a petition to re-
view a final order or final decision of the 
Board shall be filed in the United States 
Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
any petition for review must be filed within 
60 days after the date the petitioner received 
notice of the final order or decision of the 
Board. 

‘‘(B) During the 5-year period beginning on 
the effective date of the Whistleblower Pro-
tection Enhancement Act of 2009, a petition 
to review a final order or final decision of 
the Board in a case alleging a violation of 
paragraph (8) or (9) of section 2302(b) shall be 
filed in the United States Court of Appeals 
for the Federal Circuit or any court of ap-
peals of competent jurisdiction as provided 
under subsection (b)(2).’’. 

(2) REVIEW OBTAINED BY OFFICE OF PER-
SONNEL MANAGEMENT.—Section 7703(d) of 
title 5, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(d)(1) Except as provided under paragraph 
(2), this paragraph shall apply to any review 
obtained by the Director of the Office of Per-
sonnel Management. The Director of the Of-
fice of Personnel Management may obtain 
review of any final order or decision of the 
Board by filing, within 60 days after the date 
the Director received notice of the final 
order or decision of the Board, a petition for 
judicial review in the United States Court of 
Appeals for the Federal Circuit if the Direc-
tor determines, in his discretion, that the 
Board erred in interpreting a civil service 
law, rule, or regulation affecting personnel 
management and that the Board’s decision 
will have a substantial impact on a civil 
service law, rule, regulation, or policy direc-
tive. If the Director did not intervene in a 
matter before the Board, the Director may 
not petition for review of a Board decision 
under this section unless the Director first 
petitions the Board for a reconsideration of 
its decision, and such petition is denied. In 
addition to the named respondent, the Board 
and all other parties to the proceedings be-
fore the Board shall have the right to appear 
in the proceeding before the Court of Ap-
peals. The granting of the petition for judi-
cial review shall be at the discretion of the 
Court of Appeals. 

‘‘(2) During the 5-year period beginning on 
the effective date of the Whistleblower Pro-
tection Enhancement Act of 2009, this para-
graph shall apply to any review relating to 
paragraph (8) or (9) of section 2302(b) ob-
tained by the Director of the Office of Per-
sonnel Management. The Director of the Of-
fice of Personnel Management may obtain 
review of any final order or decision of the 
Board by filing, within 60 days after the date 
the Director received notice of the final 
order or decision of the Board, a petition for 
judicial review in the United States Court of 
Appeals for the Federal Circuit or any court 
of appeals of competent jurisdiction as pro-
vided under subsection (b)(2) if the Director 
determines, in his discretion, that the Board 
erred in interpreting paragraph (8) or (9) of 
section 2302(b). If the Director did not inter-
vene in a matter before the Board, the Direc-
tor may not petition for review of a Board 
decision under this section unless the Direc-
tor first petitions the Board for a reconsider-
ation of its decision, and such petition is de-
nied. In addition to the named respondent, 
the Board and all other parties to the pro-
ceedings before the Board shall have the 
right to appear in the proceeding before the 
court of appeals. The granting of the petition 
for judicial review shall be at the discretion 
of the Court of Appeals.’’. 

(j) MERIT SYSTEM PROTECTION BOARD RE-
VIEW OF SECURITY CLEARANCES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 77 of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 7702 the following: 
‘‘§ 7702a. Actions relating to security clear-

ances 
‘‘(a) In any appeal relating to the suspen-

sion, revocation, or other determination re-
lating to a security clearance or access de-
termination, the Merit Systems Protection 
Board or any reviewing court— 

‘‘(1) shall determine whether paragraph (8) 
or (9) of section 2302(b) was violated; 

‘‘(2) may not order the President or the 
designee of the President to restore a secu-
rity clearance or otherwise reverse a deter-
mination of clearance status or reverse an 
access determination; and 

‘‘(3) subject to paragraph (2), may issue de-
claratory relief and any other appropriate 
relief. 

‘‘(b)(1) If, in any final judgment, the Board 
or court declares that any suspension, rev-
ocation, or other determination with regard 
to a security clearance or access determina-
tion was made in violation of paragraph (8) 
or (9) of section 2302(b), the affected agency 
shall conduct a review of that suspension, 
revocation, access determination, or other 
determination, giving great weight to the 
Board or court judgment. 

‘‘(2) Not later than 30 days after any Board 
or court judgment declaring that a security 
clearance suspension, revocation, access de-
termination, or other determination was 
made in violation of paragraph (8) or (9) of 
section 2302(b), the affected agency shall 
issue an unclassified report to the congres-
sional committees of jurisdiction (with a 
classified annex if necessary), detailing the 
circumstances of the agency’s security clear-
ance suspension, revocation, other deter-
mination, or access determination. A report 
under this paragraph shall include any pro-
posed agency action with regard to the secu-
rity clearance or access determination. 

‘‘(c) An allegation that a security clear-
ance or access determination was revoked or 
suspended in retaliation for a protected dis-
closure shall receive expedited review by the 
Office of Special Counsel, the Merit Systems 
Protection Board, and any reviewing court. 

‘‘(d) For purposes of this section, correc-
tive action may not be ordered if the agency 
demonstrates by a preponderance of the evi-
dence that it would have taken the same per-
sonnel action in the absence of such disclo-
sure.’’. 

(2) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—The table of sections for chapter 77 of 
title 5, United States Code, is amended by in-
serting after the item relating to section 7702 
the following: 
‘‘7702a. Actions relating to security clear-

ances.’’. 
(k) PROHIBITED PERSONNEL PRACTICES AF-

FECTING THE TRANSPORTATION SECURITY AD-
MINISTRATION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 23 of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(A) by redesignating sections 2304 and 2305 
as sections 2305 and 2306, respectively; and 

(B) by inserting after section 2303 the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘§ 2304. Prohibited personnel practices affect-

ing the Transportation Security Adminis-
tration 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, any individual hold-
ing or applying for a position within the 
Transportation Security Administration 
shall be covered by— 

‘‘(1) the provisions of section 2302(b)(1), (8), 
and (9); 

‘‘(2) any provision of law implementing 
section 2302(b) (1), (8), or (9) by providing any 
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right or remedy available to an employee or 
applicant for employment in the civil serv-
ice; and 

‘‘(3) any rule or regulation prescribed 
under any provision of law referred to in 
paragraph (1) or (2). 

‘‘(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to affect any 
rights, apart from those described in sub-
section (a), to which an individual described 
in subsection (a) might otherwise be entitled 
under law.’’. 

(2) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—The table of sections for chapter 23 of 
title 5, United States Code, is amended by 
striking the items relating to sections 2304 
and 2305, respectively, and by inserting the 
following: 

‘‘Sec. 2304. Prohibited personnel practices 
affecting the Transportation 
Security Administration. 

‘‘Sec. 2305. Responsibility of the Govern-
ment Accountability Office. 

‘‘Sec. 2306. Coordination with certain other 
provisions of law.’’. 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
date of enactment of this section. 

(l) DISCLOSURE OF CENSORSHIP RELATED TO 
RESEARCH, ANALYSIS, OR TECHNICAL INFORMA-
TION.— 

(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 
(A) the term ‘‘applicant’’ means an appli-

cant for a covered position; 
(B) the term ‘‘censorship related to re-

search, analysis, or technical information’’ 
means any effort to alter, misrepresent, or 
suppress research, analysis, or technical in-
formation; 

(C) the term ‘‘covered position’’ has the 
meaning given under section 2302(a)(2)(B) of 
title 5, United States Code; 

(D) the term ‘‘employee’’ means an em-
ployee in a covered position; and 

(E) the term ‘‘disclosure’’ has the meaning 
given under section 2302(a)(2)(D) of title 5, 
United States Code. 

(2) PROTECTED DISCLOSURE.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Any disclosure of infor-

mation by an employee or applicant for em-
ployment that the employee or applicant 
reasonably believes is evidence of censorship 
related to research, analysis, or technical in-
formation shall come within the protections 
of section 2302(b)(8)(A) of title 5, United 
States Code, if— 

(i) the employee or applicant reasonably 
believes that the censorship related to re-
search, analysis, or technical information is 
or will cause— 

(I) any violation of law, rule, or regulation; 
or 

(II) gross mismanagement, a gross waste of 
funds, an abuse of authority, or a substantial 
and specific danger to public health or safe-
ty; and 

(ii) the disclosure and information satisfy 
the conditions stated in the matter following 
clause (ii) of section 2302(b)(8)(A) of title 5, 
United States Code; and 

(iii) shall come within the protections of 
section 2302(b)(8)(B) of title 5, United States 
Code, if— 

(I) the conditions under clause (i) of this 
subparagraph are satisfied; and 

(II) the disclosure is made to an individual 
referred to in the matter preceding clause (i) 
of section 2302(b)(8)(B) of title 5, United 
States Code, for the receipt of disclosures. 

(B) APPLICATION.—Paragraph (1) shall 
apply to any disclosure of information by an 
employee or applicant without restriction to 
time, place, form, motive, context, forum, or 
prior disclosure made to any person by an 
employee or applicant, including a disclosure 
made in the ordinary course of an employee’s 
duties. 

(C) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed to imply any 
limitation on the protections of employees 
and applicants afforded by any other provi-
sion of law, including protections with re-
spect to any disclosure of information be-
lieved to be evidence of censorship related to 
research, analysis, or technical information. 

(m) CLARIFICATION OF WHISTLEBLOWER 
RIGHTS FOR CRITICAL INFRASTRUCTURE INFOR-
MATION.—Section 214(c) of the Homeland Se-
curity Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 133(c)) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: ‘‘For pur-
poses of this section a permissible use of 
independently obtained information includes 
the disclosure of such information under sec-
tion 2302(b)(8) of title 5, United States 
Code.’’. 

(n) ADVISING EMPLOYEES OF RIGHTS.—Sec-
tion 2302(c) of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting ‘‘, including how to 
make a lawful disclosure of information that 
is specifically required by law or Executive 
order to be kept secret in the interest of na-
tional defense or the conduct of foreign af-
fairs to the Special Counsel, the Inspector 
General of an agency, Congress, or other 
agency employee designated to receive such 
disclosures’’ after ‘‘chapter 12 of this title’’. 

(o) SPECIAL COUNSEL AMICUS CURIAE AP-
PEARANCE.—Section 1212 of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(h)(1) The Special Counsel is authorized 
to appear as amicus curiae in any action 
brought in a court of the United States re-
lated to any civil action brought in connec-
tion with section 2302(b) (8) or (9), or sub-
chapter III of chapter 73, or as otherwise au-
thorized by law. In any such action, the Spe-
cial Counsel is authorized to present the 
views of the Special Counsel with respect to 
compliance with section 2302(b) (8) or (9) or 
subchapter III of chapter 73 and the impact 
court decisions would have on the enforce-
ment of such provisions of law. 

‘‘(2) A court of the United States shall 
grant the application of the Special Counsel 
to appear in any such action for the purposes 
described in subsection (a).’’. 

(p) SCOPE OF DUE PROCESS.— 
(1) SPECIAL COUNSEL.—Section 

1214(b)(4)(B)(ii) of title 5, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting ‘‘, after a finding 
that a protected disclosure was a contrib-
uting factor,’’ after ‘‘ordered if’’. 

(2) INDIVIDUAL ACTION.—Section 1221(e)(2) of 
title 5, United States Code, is amended by in-
serting ‘‘, after a finding that a protected 
disclosure was a contributing factor,’’ after 
‘‘ordered if’’. 

(q) NONDISCLOSURE POLICIES, FORMS, AND 
AGREEMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.— 
(A) REQUIREMENT.—Each agreement in 

Standard Forms 312 and 4414 of the Govern-
ment and any other nondisclosure policy, 
form, or agreement of the Government shall 
contain the following statement: ‘‘These re-
strictions are consistent with and do not su-
persede, conflict with, or otherwise alter the 
employee obligations, rights, or liabilities 
created by Executive Order No. 12958; section 
7211 of title 5, United States Code (governing 
disclosures to Congress); section 1034 of title 
10, United States Code (governing disclosure 
to Congress by members of the military); 
section 2302(b)(8) of title 5, United States 
Code (governing disclosures of illegality, 
waste, fraud, abuse or public health or safety 
threats); the Intelligence Identities Protec-
tion Act of 1982 (50 U.S.C. 421 et seq.) (gov-
erning disclosures that could expose con-
fidential Government agents); and the stat-
utes which protect against disclosure that 
may compromise the national security, in-
cluding sections 641, 793, 794, 798, and 952 of 
title 18, United States Code, and section 4(b) 

of the Subversive Activities Act of 1950 (50 
U.S.C. 783(b)). The definitions, requirements, 
obligations, rights, sanctions, and liabilities 
created by such Executive order and such 
statutory provisions are incorporated into 
this agreement and are controlling.’’. 

(B) ENFORCEABILITY.—Any nondisclosure 
policy, form, or agreement described under 
subparagraph (A) that does not contain the 
statement required under subparagraph (A) 
may not be implemented or enforced to the 
extent such policy, form, or agreement is in-
consistent with that statement. 

(2) PERSONS OTHER THAN GOVERNMENT EM-
PLOYEES.—Notwithstanding paragraph (1), a 
nondisclosure policy, form, or agreement 
that is to be executed by a person connected 
with the conduct of an intelligence or intel-
ligence-related activity, other than an em-
ployee or officer of the United States Gov-
ernment, may contain provisions appropriate 
to the particular activity for which such doc-
ument is to be used. Such form or agreement 
shall, at a minimum, require that the person 
will not disclose any classified information 
received in the course of such activity unless 
specifically authorized to do so by the 
United States Government. Such nondisclo-
sure forms shall also make it clear that such 
forms do not bar disclosures to Congress or 
to an authorized official of an executive 
agency or the Department of Justice that 
are essential to reporting a substantial vio-
lation of law. 

(r) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.— 
(1) GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.— 
(i) REPORT.—Not later than 40 months after 

the date of enactment of this Act, the Comp-
troller General shall submit a report to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs of the Senate and the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform of the House of Representatives on 
the implementation of this Act. 

(ii) CONTENTS.—The report under this para-
graph shall include— 

(I) an analysis of any changes in the num-
ber of cases filed with the United States 
Merit Systems Protection Board alleging 
violations of section 2302(b)(8) or (9) of title 
5, United States Code, since the effective 
date of the Act; 

(II) the outcome of the cases described 
under clause (i), including whether or not 
the United States Merit Systems Protection 
Board, the Federal Circuit Court of Appeals, 
or any other court determined the allega-
tions to be frivolous or malicious; and 

(III) any other matter as determined by 
the Comptroller General. 

(B) STUDY ON REVOCATION OF SECURITY 
CLEARANCES.— 

(i) STUDY.—The Comptroller General shall 
conduct a study of security clearance revoca-
tions of Federal employees at a select sam-
ple of executive branch agencies. The study 
shall consist of an examination of the num-
ber of security clearances revoked, the proc-
ess employed by each agency in revoking a 
clearance, the pay and employment status of 
agency employees during the revocation 
process, how often such revocations result in 
termination of employment or reassignment, 
how often such revocations are based on an 
improper disclosure of information, and such 
other factors the Comptroller General deems 
appropriate. 

(ii) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Comptroller General shall submit to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs of the Senate and the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform of the House of Representatives a re-
port on the results of the study required 
under this subparagraph. 

(2) MERIT SYSTEMS PROTECTION BOARD.— 
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(A) IN GENERAL.—Each report submitted 

annually by the Merit Systems Protection 
Board under section 1116 of title 31, United 
States Code, shall, with respect to the period 
covered by such report, include as an adden-
dum the following: 

(i) Information relating to the outcome of 
cases decided during the applicable year of 
the report in which violations of section 
2302(b)(8) or (9) of title 5, United States Code, 
were alleged. 

(ii) The number of such cases filed in the 
regional and field offices, the number of peti-
tions for review filed in such cases, and the 
outcomes of such cases. 

(B) FIRST REPORT.—The first report de-
scribed under subparagraph (A) submitted 
after the date of enactment of this Act shall 
include an addendum required under that 
subparagraph that covers the period begin-
ning on January 1, 2009 through the end of 
the fiscal year 2009. 

(s) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This Act shall take 
effect 30 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

By Mr. NELSON, of Florida: 
S. 373. A bill to amend title 18, 

United States Code, to include con-
strictor snakes of the species Python 
genera as an injurious animal; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I rise today to discuss exotic 
pythons and the devastating impact 
they are having on wildlife in my home 
state. To combat this deadly nonnative 
nuisance, I am also filing a bill that 
will ban the interstate commerce and 
importation of these snakes. 

Pythons were first discovered in the 
Everglades in the mid–1990s, and now 
have a rapidly-growing breeding popu-
lation within the boundary of Ever-
glades National Park. They impact al-
most seventy endangered species living 
in the Everglades and threaten to upset 
the natural balance that we are spend-
ing billions of dollars to restore. When 
I toured the Everglades with Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee 
Chairman BARBARA BOXER, we wit-
nessed firsthand the damage pythons 
are causing, and the efforts researchers 
are making to eradicate them from the 
wild. 

These snakes were brought to Florida 
to be sold as pets, and were introduced 
into the wild by owners who could no 
longer handle them. They eat animals 
ranging from songbirds to white ibises, 
as well as endangered and threatened 
species such as the Key Largo woodrat. 
Pythons can grow to be 23 feet long and 
weigh up to 200 pounds, and there is 
currently no effective way of eradi-
cating them in the wild. 

They can consume animals many 
times their size, and recently, re-
searchers also found cougar parts in 
the stomachs of captured pythons. This 
development could signal a new threat 
to the endangered Florida panther, 
which we have been working so hard to 
save. 

Python populations have also been 
discovered in Big Cypress National Pre-
serve to the north, Miami’s water man-
agement areas to the northeast, Key 
Largo to the southeast, and many state 

parks, municipalities, and public and 
private lands in the region. 

Because climate range projections 
from the U.S. Geological Survey show 
that pythons may soon expand their 
range to include much of the southern 
third of the United States, getting 
their populations under control is even 
more pressing. 

In the last year, the State of Florida 
has taken some actions to address the 
problems created by owners who re-
lease their pythons into the wild, and I 
applaud these efforts. The State now 
requires owners of animals they call 
‘‘Reptiles of Concern’’—a category that 
includes two species besides pythons— 
not only to obtain permits for their 
animals, but also to implant a tracking 
microchip in larger pythons. 

I believe federal action is also need-
ed. That is why today I am introducing 
a bill that would amend the Lacey Act 
to ban the importation and interstate 
commerce of the python. This step is 
needed to reduce the number of 
pythons released into the wild by pet 
owners who don’t understand the re-
sponsibility caring for a python en-
tails. In 2007, preeminent environ-
mentalist and former assistant sec-
retary of the Interior Nathaniel Reed 
wrote, ‘‘The dramatic increase in the 
number of snakes in the Park and Big 
Cypress call into question why it has 
taken so long for the Service to utilize 
its powers under the Lacey Act to pre-
vent importation of the snake into an 
ecosystem where escapees and rejects 
have built a sustainable population.’’ 

If we do not take action now, we will 
let python populations in Florida con-
tinue to grow and further ravage the 
already-fragile Everglades, as well as 
risk letting them spread throughout 
the Southern portion of the United 
States. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 373 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. IMPORTATION OR SHIPMENT OF IN-

JURIOUS SPECIES. 
Section 42(a)(1) of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended in the first sentence by in-
serting ‘‘; of the constrictor snake of the spe-
cies Python genera’’ after ‘‘polymorpha’’. 

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 26—RECOG-
NIZING AND HONORING RALPH 
WILSON, JR. AND BRUCE SMITH 
ON BEING SELECTED TO THE 2009 
PRO FOOTBALL HALL OF FAME 
CLASS 

Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND) submitted the following 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary: 

S. RES. 26 

Whereas Ralph Wilson, Jr. was born in Co-
lumbus, Ohio on October 17, 1918 and grew up 
in Detroit, Michigan; 

Whereas Ralph Wilson, Jr. is a graduate of 
the University of Virginia and attended the 
University of Michigan Law School; 

Whereas Ralph Wilson, Jr. bravely served 
in the United States Navy during World War 
II; 

Whereas Ralph Wilson, Jr.’s first involve-
ment in professional football was as a minor-
ity owner of the National Football League’s 
(NFL) Detroit Lions; 

Whereas on October 28, 1959, Ralph Wilson, 
Jr. created the Buffalo Bills, the seventh 
American Football League (AFL) franchise; 

Whereas under Ralph Wilson, Jr.’s leader-
ship and with the legendary players Jack 
Kemp, Cookie Gilchrist, Billy Shaw, and 
Tom Sestak, the Buffalo Bills were AFL 
champions in 1964 and 1965; 

Whereas Ralph Wilson, Jr., head Coach 
Marv Levy, and outstanding talented play-
ers, including Jim Kelly, Bruce Smith, Thur-
man Thomas, and Andre Reed, led the Buf-
falo Bills to Super Bowls XXV, XXVI, XXVII, 
and XXVIII; 

Whereas in 1998, the Buffalo Bill’s home 
stadium was named ‘‘Ralph Wilson Stadium’’ 
to honor the team’s owner; 

Whereas at 90 years old, Ralph Wilson, Jr. 
is still a champion for his team; 

Whereas Bruce Smith was born in Norfolk, 
Virginia on June 18, 1963; 

Whereas Bruce Smith attended Virginia 
Polytechnic Institute and State University 
and is one of the most-celebrated football 
players of his alma mater, having been nick-
named ‘‘The Sack Man’’; 

Whereas Bruce Smith was drafted to the 
Buffalo Bills in 1985 as the number one draft 
pick overall; 

Whereas Bruce Smith was a member of the 
Buffalo Bills for Super Bowls XXV, XXVI, 
XXVII, and XXVIII; 

Whereas Bruce Smith was first selected to 
play in the Pro Bowl in 1987, and was se-
lected 10 additional years during which he 
was a Buffalo Bill; 

Whereas Bruce Smith boasts numerous 
professional football recognitions, including 
Pro Bowl Most Valuable Player, Associated 
Press NFL Defensive Player of the Year, 
Newspaper Enterprise Association Defensive 
Player of the Year, United Press Inter-
national Defensive Player of the Year, and 
American Football Conference (AFC) Defen-
sive Player of the Year; and 

Whereas Bruce Smith completed his career 
as a Washington Redskin in 2003 after 19 sea-
sons and a record 200 sacks: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the Senate recognizes and 
honors Ralph Wilson, Jr. and Bruce Smith on 
being selected to the 2009 Pro Football Hall 
of Fame class. 
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SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-

TION 4—CALLING ON THE PRESI-
DENT AND THE ALLIES OF THE 
UNITED STATES TO RAISE THE 
CASE OF ROBERT LEVINSON 
WITH OFFICIALS OF THE GOV-
ERNMENT OF IRAN AT EVERY 
LEVEL AND OPPORTUNITY, AND 
URGING OFFICIALS OF THE GOV-
ERNMENT OF IRAN TO FULFILL 
THEIR PROMISES OF ASSIST-
ANCE TO THE FAMILY OF ROB-
ERT LEVINSON AND TO SHARE 
INFORMATION ON THE INVES-
TIGATION INTO THE DISAPPEAR-
ANCE OF ROBERT LEVINSON 
WITH THE FEDERAL BUREAU OF 
INVESTIGATION 

Mr. NELSON of Florida (for himself, 
Mr. VOINOVICH, Mr. BAYH, Mr. MAR-
TINEZ, Mr. KYL, and Mr. MENENDEZ) 
submitted the following concurrent 
resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations: 

S. CON. RES. 4 

Whereas United States citizen Robert 
Levinson is a retired agent of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, a resident of Flor-
ida, the husband of Christine Levinson, and 
father of their 7 children; 

Whereas Robert Levinson traveled from 
Dubai to Kish Island, Iran, on March 8, 2007; 

Whereas, after traveling to Kish Island and 
checking into the Hotel Maryam, he dis-
appeared on March 9, 2007; 

Whereas neither his family nor the United 
States Government has received further in-
formation on his fate or whereabouts; 

Whereas March 9, 2009, marks the second 
anniversary of the disappearance of Robert 
Levinson; 

Whereas the Government of Switzerland, 
which has served as Protecting Power for the 
United States in the Islamic Republic of Iran 
in the absence of diplomatic relations be-
tween the United States Government and the 
Government of Iran since 1980, has continu-
ously pressed the Government of Iran on the 
case of Robert Levinson and lent vital assist-
ance and support to the Levinson family dur-
ing their December 2007 visit to Iran; 

Whereas officials of the Government of 
Iran promised their continued assistance to 
the relatives of Robert Levinson during the 
visit of the family to the Islamic Republic of 
Iran in December 2007; and 

Whereas the President of the Islamic Re-
public of Iran, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, stat-
ed during an interview with NBC News 
broadcast on July 28, 2008, that officials of 
the Government of Iran were willing to co-
operate with the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation in the search for Robert Levinson: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That Congress— 

(1) commends the Embassy of Switzerland 
in Tehran and the Government of Switzer-
land for the ongoing assistance to the United 
States Government and to the family of Rob-
ert Levinson, particularly during the visit by 
Christine Levinson and other relatives to 
Iran in December 2007; 

(2) expresses appreciation for efforts by 
Iranian officials to ensure the safety of the 
family of Robert Levinson during their De-
cember 2007 visit to Iran, as well as for the 
promise of continued assistance; 

(3) urges the Government of Iran, as a hu-
manitarian gesture, to intensify its coopera-
tion on the case of Robert Levinson with the 
Embassy of Switzerland in Tehran and to 
share the results of its investigation into the 

disappearance of Robert Levinson with the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation; 

(4) urges the President and the allies of the 
United States to engage with officials of the 
Government of Iran to raise the case of Rob-
ert Levinson at every opportunity, notwith-
standing other serious disagreements the 
United States Government has had with the 
Government of Iran on a broad array of 
issues, including human rights, the nuclear 
program of Iran, the Middle East peace proc-
ess, regional stability, and international ter-
rorism; and 

(5) expresses sympathy to the family of 
Robert Levinson during this trying period. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, since we have a moment, I will 
tell you about S. Con. Res. 4. Two years 
ago, an American went to Kish Island, 
which is part of Iran. The Iranian is-
land is in the Persian Gulf and a visa is 
not required to get there. We have the 
records that Bob Levinson, a retired 
FBI agent, checked out of his hotel, 
which subsequently has been confirmed 
by the taxi driver who drove him to the 
airport and deposited him. At that 
point, Bob Levinson disappeared and 
has left a wife and seven children. They 
happen to reside in the State of Flor-
ida. But it doesn’t make any difference 
where the State is. We have a number 
of Senators who have joined with me 
on this resolution to keep up the pres-
sure. 

I want you to know that under the 
reasonable man test, all of the evi-
dence we have suggests that Bob 
Levinson is in Iran and is being held 
against his will. First, there was an 
Iranian press story about 6 weeks after 
Levinson’s disappearance that indi-
cated he would be released, that he was 
in custody. This report comes from 
PRESS TV, which is an Iranian Gov-
ernment press operation. 

In addition, there was a fellow he 
met with on Kish Island named 
Belfield, who is a fugitive from Amer-
ican justice. Belfield now resides in 
Iran and has stated publicly that he 
met with Bob Levinson. The meeting 
was suddenly interrupted by people 
who arrested Belfield. This fellow, 
Belfield, has said that Levinson is 
being held in Iran. We have also had 
the statement by the President of Iran, 
Ahmadinejad, who says he doesn’t 
know anything about Levinson’s loca-
tion in Iran, but that the Government 
of Iran would do everything to cooper-
ate. 

Thus far, in innumerable contacts 
from this Senator and Mrs. Levinson 
including during her visit a year ago to 
Tehran and to Kish Island, the Govern-
ment of Iran has not been forthcoming 
or willing to cooperate. 

The reasonable man test says he is 
held in Iran. I can tell you that this 
Senator believes he is being held and 
he is being held in a secret prison. We 
do know that, from time to time, in 
several diplomatic sessions, whenever 
this has been brought up to an Iranian 
official, first, he says, ‘‘We don’t know 
anything about Levinson,’’ and then 
they immediately change the subject 
to talk about the Iranians who were 

picked up by the U.S. Government in 
Erbil, Iraq. Whether they are sug-
gesting an exchange, we simply don’t 
know. But I can tell you that the Gov-
ernment of the United States, now 
under the new administration, specifi-
cally with the Secretary of State, who 
has been briefed on details in the Bob 
Levinson case, is pressing forward. 

In conclusion, if there is a new chap-
ter in the relationship between the 
United States and Iran, what better 
way for that new chapter to open than 
for Iran to make a humanitarian ges-
ture by returning this father, this hus-
band, to his family, his wife and seven 
children. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 106. Mr. ISAKSON (for himself and Mr. 
LIEBERMAN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed to amendment SA 98 
proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. 
BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, making supple-
mental appropriations for job preservation 
and creation, infrastructure investment, en-
ergy efficiency and science, assistance to the 
unemployed, and State and local fiscal sta-
bilization, for fiscal year ending September 
30, 2009, and for other purposes. 

SA 107. Mr. VITTER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 108. Mr. COBURN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 109. Mr. COBURN (for himself, Mr. 
ENZI, Mr. MCCAIN, and Mr. DEMINT) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed to amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the 
bill H.R. 1, supra. 

SA 110. Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. REID, Mr. DUR-
BIN, Mr. DODD, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. LEAHY, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Ms. STABENOW, 
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. BROWN, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. 
SANDERS, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. 
UDALL, of Colorado, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. 
BEGICH, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. BYRD, Mr. MENEN-
DEZ, Mr. CARPER, and Mr. TESTER) proposed 
an amendment to amendment SA 98 proposed 
by Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) 
to the bill H.R. 1, supra. 

SA 111. Mrs. MURRAY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE 
(for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 112. Mrs. BOXER (for herself, Mr. EN-
SIGN, Mr. BAYH, and Mr. SPECTER) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE 
(for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 
1, supra. 

SA 113. Mr. WYDEN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 114. Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. MENENDEZ, and Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 115. Mr. INHOFE (for himself and Mr. 
BENNET, of Colorado) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
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SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 116. Mr. CARDIN (for himself, Mr. EN-
SIGN, and Mr. UDALL, of Colorado) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE 
(for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 117. Mr. VITTER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 118. Mr. VITTER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 119. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 120. Mr. BROWN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 121. Mrs. BOXER (for herself and Mrs. 
GILLIBRAND) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed to amendment SA 98 
proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. 
BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 122. Mr. BUNNING submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE 
(for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 123. Mr. BUNNING submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE 
(for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 124. Mr. BUNNING submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE 
(for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 125. Mrs. MCCASKILL (for herself, Mr. 
SANDERS, Mrs. HAGAN, Mr. HARKIN, Ms. MI-
KULSKI, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr. NELSON, of Ne-
braska, Mr. BEGICH, and Mrs. BOXER) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed to amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the 
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 126. Mrs. MCCASKILL (for herself, Mr. 
BOND, Mr. BINGAMAN, and Mr. UDALL, of New 
Mexico) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed to amendment SA 98 proposed 
by Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) 
to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 127. Mrs. MCCASKILL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE 
(for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 128. Mr. BAYH submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 129. Mr. CARPER (for himself, Mr. 
VOINOVICH, and Mr. JOHNSON) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE 
(for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 130. Mr. INHOFE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 

SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 131. Mr. VITTER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 132. Mr. CORNYN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 133. Mr. CORNYN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 134. Mr. CORNYN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 135. Mr. CORNYN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 136. Mr. VITTER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 137. Mr. REID (for Mr. KENNEDY (for 
himself, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. KERRY, Ms. COLLINS, 
Mr. REED, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, and Mrs. 
SHAHEEN)) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed to amendment SA 98 
proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. 
BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 138. Mr. DORGAN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 139. Mr. DORGAN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 140. Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mrs. MCCASKILL, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. BURR, and Mr. COBURN) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed to amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the 
bill H.R. 1, supra. 

SA 141. Mr. ENSIGN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 142. Mr. COBURN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 143. Mr. COBURN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 144. Mr. COBURN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 145. Mr. DODD submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 146. Mr. CARPER (for himself and Mr. 
LIEBERMAN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 147. Mr. BROWNBACK submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 148. Mr. BROWNBACK submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 149. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 150. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 151. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 152. Mr. KYL submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed to amendment SA 98 
proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. 
BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 153. Mr. KYL submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed to amendment SA 98 
proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. 
BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 154. Mr. KYL submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed to amendment SA 98 
proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. 
BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 155. Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself and 
Mr. UDALL of Colorado) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 156. Ms. KLOBUCHAR submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE 
(for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 157. Ms. KLOBUCHAR submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE 
(for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 158. Mr. MARTINEZ (for himself and 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed to amendment SA 98 
proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. 
BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 159. Mr. MARTINEZ submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE 
(for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 160. Mr. BOND submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 161. Mr. BOND (for himself, Mr. DODD, 
Mr. KOHL, Mrs. MURRAY, and Mr. REED) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 162. Mr. BOND submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 163. Mr. INHOFE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 164. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE 
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(for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 165. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE 
(for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 166. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE 
(for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 167. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 168. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 169. Mr. BOND (for himself, Mrs. BOXER, 
Mr. INHOFE, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. 
VOINOVICH, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. BAYH, and Mr. 
BROWNBACK) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 170. Mr. CARPER (for himself and Mr. 
CRAPO) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed to amendment SA 98 proposed by 
Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 171. Mr. CARPER (for himself, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Ms. 
STABENOW, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. KERRY, and 
Mr. WHITEHOUSE) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by him to the bill 
H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 172. Mr. UDALL, of Colorado (for him-
self, Mr. BEGICH, and Mr. KAUFMAN) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 173. Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Ms. 
STABENOW, and Mr. CARDIN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE 
(for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 174. Mr. COBURN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 175. Mr. COBURN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 176. Mr. COBURN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 177. Mr. SPECTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE 
(for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 178. Mr. HARKIN proposed an amend-
ment to amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the 
bill H.R. 1, supra. 

SA 179. Mr. VITTER proposed an amend-
ment to amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the 
bill H.R. 1, supra. 

SA 180. Ms. STABENOW (for herself, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. BEGICH, Mr. LEVIN, and 
Mr. BROWN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed to amendment SA 98 
proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. 

BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 181. Ms. STABENOW (for herself and 
Mr. LEVIN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed to amendment SA 98 
proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. 
BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 182. Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for himself, 
Mr. DORGAN, Mr. SCHUMER, and Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed to amendment SA 98 proposed by 
Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 183. Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for himself, 
Mrs. HUTCHISON, and Mr. DORGAN) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE 
(for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 184. Mr. LEAHY (for himself and Ms. 
KLOBUCHAR) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 185. Mr. SCHUMER (for himself, Mr. 
SPECTER, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. MENENDEZ, 
and Mrs. GILLIBRAND) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 186. Mr. UDALL, of Colorado (for him-
self and Mr. BENNET, of Colorado) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE 
(for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 187. Mr. UDALL, of Colorado (for him-
self, Mr. KERRY, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, and Mr. SCHU-
MER) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed to amendment SA 98 proposed by 
Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 188. Mr. INHOFE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 189. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 190. Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself and Mr. 
VITTER) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed to amendment SA 98 proposed 
by Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) 
to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 191. Ms. MURKOWSKI submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE 
(for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 192. Ms. MURKOWSKI submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE 
(for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 193. Ms. MURKOWSKI submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE 
(for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 194. Ms. MURKOWSKI submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE 
(for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 195. Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. KERRY, Mr. TESTER, 
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, and Ms. 
STABENOW) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed to amendment SA 98 
proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. 
BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 196. Mrs. McCASKILL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE 
(for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 197. Mr. THUNE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 198. Mr. INHOFE (for himself and Mr. 
THUNE) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed to amendment SA 98 proposed by 
Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 199. Mrs. LINCOLN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE 
(for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 200. Mr. DORGAN submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself 
and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, supra; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 201. Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. BENNETT, and Mr. KOHL) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed to amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the 
bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 202. Mr. SANDERS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE 
(for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 203. Mr. SANDERS (for himself and Mr. 
LEAHY) submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed to amendment SA 98 proposed by 
Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 204. Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself, Mr. 
VITTER, and Mr. SPECTER) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE 
(for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 
1, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 205. Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself and Mr. 
VITTER) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed to amendment SA 98 proposed 
by Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) 
to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 206. Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself and Mr. 
VITTER) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed to amendment SA 98 proposed 
by Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) 
to the bill H.R. 1, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 
SA 106. Mr. ISAKSON (for himself 

and Mr. LIEBERMAN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
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local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

Strike section 1006 of title I of Division B 
and insert the following: 
SEC. 1006. CREDIT FOR CERTAIN HOME PUR-

CHASES. 
(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—Subpart A of 

part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1 is 
amended by inserting after section 25D the 
following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 25E. CREDIT FOR CERTAIN HOME PUR-

CHASES. 
‘‘(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an indi-

vidual who is a purchaser of a qualified prin-
cipal residence during the taxable year, 
there shall be allowed as a credit against the 
tax imposed by this chapter an amount equal 
to 10 percent of the purchase price of the res-
idence. 

‘‘(2) DOLLAR LIMITATION.—The amount of 
the credit allowed under paragraph (1) shall 
not exceed $15,000. 

‘‘(3) ALLOCATION OF CREDIT AMOUNT.—At 
the election of the taxpayer, the amount of 
the credit allowed under paragraph (1) (after 
application of paragraph (2)) may be equally 
divided among the 2 taxable years beginning 
with the taxable year in which the purchase 
of the qualified principal residence is made. 

‘‘(b) LIMITATIONS.— 
‘‘(1) DATE OF PURCHASE.—The credit al-

lowed under subsection (a) shall be allowed 
only with respect to purchases made— 

‘‘(A) after December 31, 2008, and 
‘‘(B) before January 1, 2010. 
‘‘(2) LIMITATION BASED ON AMOUNT OF TAX.— 

In the case of a taxable year to which section 
26(a)(2) does not apply, the credit allowed 
under subsection (a) for any taxable year 
shall not exceed the excess of— 

‘‘(A) the sum of the regular tax liability 
(as defined in section 26(b)) plus the tax im-
posed by section 55, over 

‘‘(B) the sum of the credits allowable under 
this subpart (other than this section) for the 
taxable year. 

‘‘(3) ONE-TIME ONLY.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If a credit is allowed 

under this section in the case of any indi-
vidual (and such individual’s spouse, if mar-
ried) with respect to the purchase of any 
qualified principal residence, no credit shall 
be allowed under this section in any taxable 
year with respect to the purchase of any 
other qualified principal residence by such 
individual or a spouse of such individual. 

‘‘(B) JOINT PURCHASE.—In the case of a pur-
chase of a qualified principal residence by 2 
or more unmarried individuals or by 2 mar-
ried individuals filing separately, no credit 
shall be allowed under this section if a credit 
under this section has been allowed to any of 
such individuals in any taxable year with re-
spect to the purchase of any other qualified 
principal residence. 

‘‘(c) QUALIFIED PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE.—For 
purposes of this section, the term ‘qualified 
principal residence’ means a single-family 
residence that is purchased to be the prin-
cipal residence of the purchaser. 

‘‘(d) DENIAL OF DOUBLE BENEFIT.—No credit 
shall be allowed under this section for any 
purchase for which a credit is allowed under 
section 36 or section 1400C. 

‘‘(e) SPECIAL RULES.— 
‘‘(1) JOINT PURCHASE.— 
‘‘(A) MARRIED INDIVIDUALS FILING SEPA-

RATELY.—In the case of 2 married individuals 
filing separately, subsection (a) shall be ap-
plied to each such individual by substituting 
‘$7,500’ for ‘$15,000’ in subsection (a)(1). 

‘‘(B) UNMARRIED INDIVIDUALS.—If 2 or more 
individuals who are not married purchase a 
qualified principal residence, the amount of 

the credit allowed under subsection (a) shall 
be allocated among such individuals in such 
manner as the Secretary may prescribe, ex-
cept that the total amount of the credits al-
lowed to all such individuals shall not exceed 
$15,000. 

‘‘(2) PURCHASE.—In defining the purchase 
of a qualified principal residence, rules simi-
lar to the rules of paragraphs (2) and (3) of 
section 1400C(e) (as in effect on the date of 
the enactment of this section) shall apply. 

‘‘(3) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—Rules simi-
lar to the rules of section 1400C(f) (as so in 
effect) shall apply. 

‘‘(f) RECAPTURE OF CREDIT IN THE CASE OF 
CERTAIN DISPOSITIONS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the event that a tax-
payer— 

‘‘(A) disposes of the principal residence 
with respect to which a credit was allowed 
under subsection (a), or 

‘‘(B) fails to occupy such residence as the 
taxpayer’s principal residence, 
at any time within 24 months after the date 
on which the taxpayer purchased such resi-
dence, then the tax imposed by this chapter 
for the taxable year during which such dis-
position occurred or in which the taxpayer 
failed to occupy the residence as a principal 
residence shall be increased by the amount 
of such credit. 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.— 
‘‘(A) DEATH OF TAXPAYER.—Paragraph (1) 

shall not apply to any taxable year ending 
after the date of the taxpayer’s death. 

‘‘(B) INVOLUNTARY CONVERSION.—Paragraph 
(1) shall not apply in the case of a residence 
which is compulsorily or involuntarily con-
verted (within the meaning of section 
1033(a)) if the taxpayer acquires a new prin-
cipal residence within the 2-year period be-
ginning on the date of the disposition or ces-
sation referred to in such paragraph. Para-
graph (1) shall apply to such new principal 
residence during the remainder of the 24- 
month period described in such paragraph as 
if such new principal residence were the con-
verted residence. 

‘‘(C) TRANSFERS BETWEEN SPOUSES OR INCI-
DENT TO DIVORCE.—In the case of a transfer of 
a residence to which section 1041(a) applies— 

‘‘(i) paragraph (1) shall not apply to such 
transfer, and 

‘‘(ii) in the case of taxable years ending 
after such transfer, paragraph (1) shall apply 
to the transferee in the same manner as if 
such transferee were the transferor (and 
shall not apply to the transferor). 

‘‘(D) RELOCATION OF MEMBERS OF THE 
ARMED FORCES.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply in the case of a member of the Armed 
Forces of the United States on active duty 
who moves pursuant to a military order and 
incident to a permanent change of station. 

‘‘(3) JOINT RETURNS.—In the case of a credit 
allowed under subsection (a) with respect to 
a joint return, half of such credit shall be 
treated as having been allowed to each indi-
vidual filing such return for purposes of this 
subsection. 

‘‘(4) RETURN REQUIREMENT.—If the tax im-
posed by this chapter for the taxable year is 
increased under this subsection, the tax-
payer shall, notwithstanding section 6012, be 
required to file a return with respect to the 
taxes imposed under this subtitle. 

‘‘(g) BASIS ADJUSTMENT.—For purposes of 
this subtitle, if a credit is allowed under this 
section with respect to the purchase of any 
residence, the basis of such residence shall be 
reduced by the amount of the credit so al-
lowed. 

‘‘(h) ELECTION TO TREAT PURCHASE IN PRIOR 
YEAR.—In the case of a purchase of a prin-
cipal residence during the period described in 
subsection (b)(1), a taxpayer may elect to 
treat such purchase as made on December 31, 
2008, for purposes of this section.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for subpart A of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1 is amended by insert-
ing after the item relating to section 25D the 
following new item: 
‘‘Sec. 25E. Credit for certain home pur-

chases.’’. 
(c) SUNSET OF CURRENT FIRST-TIME HOME-

BUYER CREDIT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (h) of section 

36 is amended by striking ‘‘July 1, 2009’’ and 
inserting ‘‘the date of the enactment of the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Tax 
Act of 2009’’. 

(2) ELECTION TO TREAT PURCHASE IN PRIOR 
YEAR.—Subsection (g) of section 36 is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘July 1, 2009’’ and inserting 
‘‘the date of the enactment of the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Tax Act of 
2009’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2008. 

SA 107. Mr. VITTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 431, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 
SEC. ll. PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS BY OR 

FOR ACORN. 
None of the funds appropriated or other-

wise made available by this Act may be used 
directly or indirectly to fund the Association 
of Community Organizations for Reform Now 
(ACORN). 

SA 108. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 74, beginning on line 12, strike 
‘‘$4,600,000,000’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘powerplant(s): Provided further’’ on line 15, 
and insert ‘‘$2,600,000,000: Provided’’. 

SA 109. Mr. COBURN (for himself, 
Mr. ENZI, Mr. MCCAIN, and Mr. DEMINT) 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed to amendment SA 98 pro-
posed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself and 
Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, making 
supplemental appropriations for job 
preservation and creation, infrastruc-
ture investment, energy efficiency and 
science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, 
for fiscal year ending September 30, 
2009, and for other purposes; as follows: 

On page 475, beginning on line 1, strike 
through page 477, line 17. 

SA 110. Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. REID, 
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Mr. DURBIN, Mr. DODD, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 
LEAHY, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
Ms. STABENOW, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. BROWN, 
Mr. CARDIN, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. UDALL 
of Colorado, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. 
BEGICH, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. BYRD, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mr. CARPER, and Mr. TEST-
ER) proposed an amendment to amend-
ment SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for 
himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill 
H.R. 1, making supplemental appro-
priations for job preservation and cre-
ation, infrastructure investment, en-
ergy efficiency and science, assistance 
to the unemployed, and State and local 
fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2009, and for other 
purposes; as follows: 

Beginning on page 118, line 4, strike 
‘‘$6,400,000,000, to remain available’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘$2,000,000,000 shall be 
for’’ and insert in-lieu thereof 
‘‘$13,400,000,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2010, of which $10,000,000,000 
shall be for making capitalization grants for 
the Clean Water State Revolving Funds 
under title VI of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act, as amended; of which 
$3,000,000,000 shall be for’’. 

On page 232, line 16, insert ‘‘and other sur-
face transportation’’ prior to the word ‘‘in-
vestment’’, ‘‘ 

On page 232, line 20, strike ‘‘$27,060,000,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$40,060,000,000’’. 

On page 239, line 24, strike ‘‘$8,400,000,000’’ 
and insert $10,400,000,000’’. 

On page 242, after line 10, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS FOR FIXED GUIDEWAY 
MODERNIZATION 

For an additional amount for capital ex-
penditures authorized under section 
5309(b)(2), $2,000,000,000, to remain available 
through September 30, 2010: Provided, That 
the Secretary of Transportation shall appor-
tion the funding provided under this heading 
using the formula set forth in subsection 
5337(a)(7) of title 49, United States Code: Pro-
vided further, That the federal share of the 
costs for which a grant is made under this 
heading shall be at the option of the recipi-
ent, and may be up to 100 percent: provided 
further, That the funds appropriated under 
this heading shall not be commingled with 
funds available under the Formula and Bus 
Grants account. 

SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS FOR CAPITAL 
INVESTMENT GRANTS 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Capital In-
vestment Grants’’ as authorized under sec-
tion 5338(c)(4) of title 49, United States Code, 
and allocated under section 5309(m)(2)(A) of 
such title, to enable the Secretary of Trans-
portation to make discretionary grants as 
authorized by section 5309(d) and (e) of such 
title, $1,000,000,000, to remain available 
through September 30, 2011: Provided, That in 
awarding grants with funding provided under 
this heading, the Secretary shall give pri-
ority to projects that the grant funding can 
expedite their completion and their entry 
into revenue service: Provided further, That 
such funding shall be allocated without re-
gard to the requirements of section 
5309(m)(2)(A)(i) of title 49, United States 
Code: Provided further, That the federal share 
of the costs for which a grant is made under 
this heading shall be at the option of the re-
cipient, and may be up to 100 percent: Pro-
vided further, That the funds appropriated 
under this heading shall not be commingled 
with funds available under the Capital In-
vestment Grants account. 

Each amount provided in this amendment 
is designated as an emergency requirement 
and necessary to meet emergency needs pur-
suant to section 204(a) of S. Con. Res. 21 
(110th Congress) and section 301(b)(2) of S. 
Con. Res. 70 (110th Congress), the concurrent 
resolutions on the budget for fiscal years 
2008 and 2009. 

SA 111. Mrs. MURRAY submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 431, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 1607. FHA LOAN LIMITS FOR 2009. 

(a) LOAN LIMIT FLOOR BASED ON 2008 LEV-
ELS.—For mortgages for which the mort-
gagee issues credit approval for the borrower 
during calendar year 2009, if the dollar 
amount limitation on the principal obliga-
tion of a mortgage determined under section 
203(b)(2) of the National Housing Act (12 
U.S.C. 1709(b)(2)) for any size residence for 
any area is less than such dollar amount lim-
itation that was in effect for such size resi-
dence for such area for 2008 pursuant to sec-
tion 202 of the Economic Stimulus Act of 
2008 (Public Law 110–185; 122 Stat. 620), not-
withstanding any other provision of law, the 
maximum dollar amount limitation on the 
principal obligation of a mortgage for such 
size residence for such area for purposes of 
such section 203(b)(2) shall be considered (ex-
cept for purposes of section 255(g) of such Act 
(12 U.S.C. 1715z–20(g))) to be such dollar 
amount limitation in effect for such size res-
idence for such area for 2008. 

(b) DISCRETIONARY AUTHORITY FOR SUB- 
AREAS.—Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, if the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development determines, for any geo-
graphic area that is smaller than an area for 
which dollar amount limitations on the prin-
cipal obligation of a mortgage are deter-
mined under section 203(b)(2) of the National 
Housing Act, that a higher such maximum 
dollar amount limitation is warranted for 
any particular size or sizes of residences in 
such sub-area by higher median home prices 
in such sub-area, the Secretary may, for 
mortgages for which the mortgagee issues 
credit approval for the borrower during cal-
endar year 2009, increase the maximum dol-
lar amount limitation for such size or sizes 
of residences for such sub-area that is other-
wise in effect (including pursuant to sub-
section (a) of this section), but in no case to 
an amount that exceeds the amount specified 
in section 202(a)(2) of the Economic Stimulus 
Act of 2008. 
SEC. 1608. GSE CONFORMING LOAN LIMITS FOR 

2009. 
(a) LOAN LIMIT FLOOR BASED ON 2008 LEV-

ELS.—For mortgages originated during cal-
endar year 2009, if the limitation on the max-
imum original principal obligation of a 
mortgage that may purchased by the Federal 
National Mortgage Association or the Fed-
eral Home Loan Mortgage Corporation deter-
mined under section 302(b)(2) of the Federal 
National Mortgage Association Charter Act 
(12 U.S.C. 1717(b)(2)) or section 305(a)(2) of the 
Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation 
Act (12 U.S.C. 1754(a)(2)), respectively, for 
any size residence for any area is less than 
such maximum original principal obligation 

limitation that was in effect for such size 
residence for such area for 2008 pursuant to 
section 201 of the Economic Stimulus Act of 
2008 (Public Law 110–185; 122 Stat. 619), not-
withstanding any other provision of law, the 
limitation on the maximum original prin-
cipal obligation of a mortgage for such Asso-
ciation and Corporation for such size resi-
dence for such area shall be such maximum 
limitation in effect for such size residence 
for such area for 2008. 

(b) DISCRETIONARY AUTHORITY FOR SUB- 
AREAS.—Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, if the Director of the Federal 
Housing Finance Agency determines, for any 
geographic area that is smaller than an area 
for which limitations on the maximum origi-
nal principal obligation of a mortgage are 
determined for the Federal National Mort-
gage Association or the Federal Home Loan 
Mortgage Corporation, that a higher such 
maximum original principal obligation limi-
tation is warranted for any particular size or 
sizes of residences in such sub-area by higher 
median home prices in such sub-area, the Di-
rector may, for mortgages originated during 
2009, increase the maximum original prin-
cipal obligation limitation for such size or 
sizes of residences for such sub-area that is 
otherwise in effect (including pursuant to 
subsection (a) of this section) for such Asso-
ciation and Corporation, but in no case to an 
amount that exceeds the amount specified in 
the matter following the comma in section 
201(a)(1)(B) of the Economic Stimulus Act of 
2008. 
SEC. 1609. FHA REVERSE MORTGAGE LOAN LIM-

ITS FOR 2009. 
For mortgages for which the mortgagee 

issues credit approval for the borrower dur-
ing calendar year 2009, the second sentence 
of section 255(g) of the National Housing Act 
(12 U.S.C. 1715z-20(g)) shall be considered to 
require that in no case may the benefits of 
insurance under such section 255 exceed 150 
percent of the maximum dollar amount in ef-
fect under the sixth sentence of section 
305(a)(2) of the Federal Home Loan Mortgage 
Corporation Act (12 U.S.C. 1454(a)(2)). 

SA 112. Mrs. BOXER (for herself, Mr. 
ENSIGN, Mr. BAYH, and Mr. SPECTER) 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed to amendment SA 98 pro-
posed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself and 
Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, making 
supplemental appropriations for job 
preservation and creation, infrastruc-
ture investment, energy efficiency and 
science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, 
for fiscal year ending September 30, 
2009, and for other purposes; which was 
order to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 514, between lines 16 and 17, insert 
the following: 

PART X—INVEST IN THE USA 
SEC. 1291. ALLOWANCE OF DEDUCTION FOR DIVI-

DENDS RECEIVED FROM CON-
TROLLED FOREIGN CORPORATIONS 
FOR ADDITIONAL YEAR. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 965 (relating to 
temporary dividends received deduction) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(g) ALLOWANCE FOR DEDUCTION FOR AN AD-
DITIONAL YEAR.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an election 
under this subsection, subsection (f)(1) shall 
be applied by substituting ‘January 1, 2010,’ 
for ‘the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion’. 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULES.—For purposes of para-
graph (1)— 

‘‘(A) EXTRAORDINARY DIVIDENDS.—Sub-
section (b)(2) shall be applied by substituting 
‘June 30, 2009’ for ‘June 30, 2003’. 
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‘‘(B) DETERMINATIONS RELATING TO RELATED 

PARTY INDEBTEDNESS.—Subsection (b)(3)(B) 
shall be applied by substituting ‘October 3, 
2009’ for ‘October 3, 2004’. 

‘‘(C) APPLICABLE FINANCIAL STATEMENT.— 
Subsection (c)(1) shall be applied by sub-
stituting ‘June 30, 2009’ for ‘June 30, 2003’ 
each place it occurs. 

‘‘(D) DETERMINATIONS RELATING TO BASE PE-
RIOD.—Subsection (c)(2) shall be applied by 
substituting ‘June 30, 2009’ for ‘June 30, 2003’. 

‘‘(E) REQUIREMENTS FOR INVESTMENT IN 
UNITED STATES.—Subsection (b)(4) shall be 
applied— 

‘‘(i) by inserting ‘deposited in 1 or more 
United States financial institutions and’ 
after ‘amount of the dividend’, and 

‘‘(ii) by striking subparagraph (B) thereof 
and inserting the following: 

‘‘ ‘(B) provides for the reinvestment of such 
dividend in the United States (other than as 
payment for executive compensation) as a 
source of funding for only 1 or more of the 
following purposes: 

‘‘ ‘(i) worker hiring and training, 
‘‘ ‘(ii) research and development, 
‘‘ ‘(iii) capital improvements, 
‘‘ ‘(iv) acquisitions of business entities for 

the purpose of retaining or creating jobs in 
the United States, and 

‘‘ ‘(v) clean energy initiatives (such as 
clean energy research and development, en-
ergy efficiency, clean energy start ups, and 
clean energy jobs). 
For any purpose described in clause (i), (ii), 
or (iii), funding shall qualify for purposes of 
this paragraph only if such funding supple-
ments but does not supplant otherwise 
scheduled funding for either taxable year de-
scribed in subsection (f) by the taxpayer for 
such purpose. Such scheduled funding shall 
be certified by the individual and entity ap-
proving the domestic reinvestment plan.’. 

‘‘(3) AUDIT.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of the election under this sub-
section, the Internal Revenue Service shall 
conduct an audit of the taxpayer with re-
spect to any reinvestment transaction aris-
ing from such election.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable 
years ending on or after January 1, 2010. 

SA 113. Mr. WYDEN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 1, making supple-
mental appropriations for job preserva-
tion and creation, infrastructure in-
vestment, energy efficiency and 
science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, 
for fiscal year ending September 30, 
2009, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of title II, add the following: 
SEC. lll. ADDITIONAL AMOUNT FOR COM-

PETITIVE GRANT PROGRAM FOR CONSTRUCTION 
OF RESEARCH SCIENCE BUILDINGS.— (a) IN 
GENERAL.—The amount appropriated or oth-
erwise made available by this title under the 
heading ‘‘CONSTRUCTION OF RESEARCH FACILI-
TIES’’ is increased by $100,000,000. 

(b) AVAILABILITY.—Of the amount appro-
priated or otherwise made available by this 
title under the heading ‘‘CONSTRUCTION OF 
RESEARCH FACILITIES’’, as increased by sub-
section (a), $100,000,000 shall be available for 
the competitive grant program for construc-
tion of research science buildings that is au-
thorized by sections 13 through 15 of the Na-
tional Institute of Standards and Technology 
Act (15 U.S.C. 278c–278e). 

(c) REQUIREMENT OF TIMELY AWARD OF 
GRANTS.—Competitive grants using amounts 
appropriated or otherwise made available by 
this title under the heading ‘‘CONSTRUCTION 

OF RESEARCH FACILITIES’’ shall be awarded 
not later than 120 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act (or, in the case of ap-
propriations not available upon such date of 
enactment, not later than 120 days after the 
appropriation becomes available for obliga-
tion). 

SA 114. Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. MENEN-
DEZ, and Mr. WHITEHOUSE) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill H.R. 1, making sup-
plemental appropriations for job pres-
ervation and creation, infrastructure 
investment, energy efficiency and 
science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, 
for fiscal year ending September 30, 
2009, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 71, line 22, before the period at the 
end, insert the following: ‘‘: Provided further, 
That the Secretary of Energy shall increase 
the ceiling on energy savings performance 
contacts entered into under section 801 of 
the National Energy Conservation Policy 
Act (42 U.S.C. 8287) prior to December 1, 2008, 
to ensure that projects for which a con-
tractor has been selected under the contracts 
are concluded in a timely manner’’. 

SA 115. Mr. INHOFE (for himself and 
Mr. BENNET of Colorado) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 77, line 14, before the period, insert 
the following: ‘‘: Provided further, That a 
small business concern (within the meaning 
of section 3 of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 632)) shall be eligible to obtain a loan 
guarantee under section 1702(b)(2) of the En-
ergy Policy Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 16512(b)(2)) 
with funds made available under this head-
ing for capital expenditures necessary to 
comply during the 3-year period beginning 
on the date of enactment of this Act with en-
vironmental requirements imposed by a Fed-
eral agency’’. 

SA 116. Mr. CARDIN (for himself, Mr. 
ENSIGN, and Mr. UDALL of Colorado) 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed to amendment SA 98 pro-
posed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself and 
Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, making 
supplemental appropriations for job 
preservation and creation, infrastruc-
ture investment, energy efficiency and 
science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, 
for fiscal year ending September 30, 
2009, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

Strike subsections (a) and (b) of section 
1006 of division B and insert the following: 

(a) EXTENSION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 36(h) is amended 

by striking ‘‘July 1, 2009’’ and inserting 
‘‘January 1, 2010’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 36(g) 
is amended by striking ‘‘July 1, 2009’’ and in-
serting ‘‘January 1, 2010’’. 

(b) WAIVER OF RECAPTURE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (4) of section 

36(f) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subparagraph: 

‘‘(D) WAIVER OF RECAPTURE FOR PURCHASES 
IN 2009.—In the case of any credit allowed 
with respect to the purchase of a principal 
residence after December 31, 2008, and before 
January 1, 2010— 

‘‘(i) paragraph (1) shall not apply, and 
‘‘(ii) paragraph (2) shall apply only if the 

disposition or cessation described in para-
graph (2) with respect to such residence oc-
curs during the 36-month period beginning 
on the date of the purchase of such residence 
by the taxpayer.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subsection 
(g) of section 36 is amended by striking ‘‘sub-
section (c)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsections (c) 
and (f)(4)(D)’’. 

SA 117. Mr. VITTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 1, making supple-
mental appropriations for job preserva-
tion and creation, infrastructure in-
vestment, energy efficiency and 
science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, 
for fiscal year ending September 30, 
2009, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. ll. (a) Each amount appropriated or 
otherwise made available in the matter 
under the heading entitled ‘‘DEPARTMENT 
OF DEFENSE—CIVIL’’ of title IV is in-
creased by 100 percent. 

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, each amount provided by each mat-
ter under the headings entitled ‘‘ENERGY EF-
FICIENCY AND RENEWABLE ENERGY’’ and ‘‘FOS-
SIL ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT’’ 
under the heading entitled ‘‘ENERGY PRO-
GRAMS’’ under the heading entitled ‘‘DE-
PARTMENT OF ENERGY’’ of title IV is re-
duced by the pro rata percentage required to 
carry out subsection (a). 

SA 118. Mr. VITTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 1, making supple-
mental appropriations for job preserva-
tion and creation, infrastructure in-
vestment, energy efficiency and 
science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, 
for fiscal year ending September 30, 
2009, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. lll. (a) Each amount appropriated 
or otherwise made available in the matter 
under the heading entitled ‘‘DEPARTMENT 
OF DEFENSE—CIVIL’’ of title IV is in-
creased by 100 percent. 

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, the amount provided by the matter 
under the heading entitled ‘‘DEFENSE ENVI-
RONMENTAL CLEANUP’’ under the heading en-
titled ‘‘ENVIRONMENTAL AND OTHER DEFENSE 
ACTIVITIES’’ under the heading entitled 
‘‘ATOMIC ENERGY DEFENSE ACTIVI-
TIES’’ of title IV is reduced by $4,890,000,000. 

SA 119. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
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energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for the 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

On page 122, after line 23, add the fol-
lowing: 

Subtitle B—Expedited Lease Sales 
SEC. 711. SHORT TITLE. 

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Drill 
Now Act of 2009’’. 
SEC. 712. DEFINITIONS. 

In this subtitle: 
(1) OPENED AREA.—The term ‘‘opened area’’ 

means any area of the outer Continental 
shelf that— 

(A) before the date of enactment of this 
Act, was closed to oil or gas leasing; and 

(B) as of the date of enactment of this Act, 
is made available for leasing pursuant to sec-
tion 713(a) and the amendments made by 
that section. 

(2) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of the Interior. 
SEC. 713. LEASING ON OUTER CONTINENTAL 

SHELF. 
(a) OPENING NEW OFFSHORE AREAS TO OIL 

AND GAS DEVELOPMENT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Sections 104 and 105 of the 

Department of the Interior, Environment, 
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 
2008 (Public Law 110–161; 121 Stat. 2118) are 
repealed. 

(2) EASTERN GULF OF MEXICO.—Section 104 
of the Gulf of Mexico Energy Security Act of 
2006 (43 U.S.C. 1331 note; Public Law 109–432) 
is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 104. DESIGNATION OF NATIONAL DEFENSE 

AREAS. 
‘‘The United States reserves the right to 

designate by and through the Secretary of 
Defense, with the approval of the President, 
national defense areas on the outer Conti-
nental Shelf pursuant to section 12(d) of the 
Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 
1341(d)).’’. 

(b) EXPEDITED LEASING.—The Secretary 
may conduct leasing, preleasing, and related 
activities for any opened area before June 30, 
2012, notwithstanding the omission of the 
opened area from the Outer Continental 
Shelf leasing program developed pursuant to 
section 18 of the Outer Continental Shelf 
Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 1344) for the period end-
ing June 30, 2012. 

(c) NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY.—Any lease 
issued by the Secretary pursuant to section 
8 of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act 
(43 U.S.C. 1337) for any submerged land of the 
outer Continental Shelf in any opened area 
lying within 25 miles of the coastline of any 
State shall include a provision prohibiting 
permanent surface occupancy under that 
lease within that 25-mile area. 

(d) DISPOSITION OF REVENUES FROM OUTER 
CONTINENTAL SHELF AREAS OPENED UNDER 
THIS SECTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 9 
of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (43 
U.S.C. 1338) and subject to the other provi-
sions of this section, the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall deposit rentals, royalties, 
bonus bids, and other sums due and payable 
from any leased tract within an opened area, 
and from all other leased tracts in any other 
area for which leases are entered into after 
the date of enactment of this Act, as follows: 

(A) 50 percent in the general fund of the 
Treasury. 

(B) 50 in a special account in the Treasury, 
for allocation by the Secretary among the 
States in accordance with paragraph (2). 

(2) ALLOCATION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—For fiscal year 2009 and 

each fiscal year thereafter, the amount made 

available under paragraph (1)(B) shall be al-
located among States in amounts (based on a 
formula established by the Secretary by reg-
ulation) that are inversely proportional to 
the respective distances between— 

(i) the point on the coastline of each State 
that is closest to the geographical center of 
the applicable leased tract; and 

(ii) the geographical center of the leased 
tract. 

(B) PROHIBITION ON RECEIPT OF AMOUNTS.— 
No State shall receive any amount under 
this paragraph from a leased tract if the geo-
graphical center of that leased tract is more 
than 200 nautical miles from the coastline of 
that State. 

(3) ADMINISTRATION.—Amounts made avail-
able under paragraph (1)(B) shall— 

(A) be made available, without further ap-
propriation, in accordance with this section; 

(B) remain available until expended; and 
(C) be in addition to any amounts appro-

priated under— 
(i) the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act 

(43 U.S.C. 1331 et seq.); 
(ii) the Land and Water Conservation Fund 

Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 460l–4 et seq.); or 
(iii) any other provision of law. 
(e) JUDICIAL REVIEW.— 
(1) FILING OF COMPLAINT.— 
(A) DEADLINE.—Subject to subparagraph 

(B), any complaint seeking judicial review of 
any provision of this section or any action of 
the Secretary under this section or relating 
to areas opened under the amendments made 
by subsection (a) shall be filed in any appro-
priate United States district court— 

(i) except as provided in clause (ii), not 
later than the end of the 90-day period begin-
ning on the date of the action being chal-
lenged; or 

(ii) in the case of a complaint based solely 
on grounds arising after that period, not 
later than 90 days after the date on which 
the complainant knew or reasonably should 
have known of the grounds for the com-
plaint. 

(B) VENUE.—Any complaint seeking judi-
cial review of an action of the Secretary 
under this section or relating to areas 
opened under subsection (a) may be filed 
only in the United States Court of Appeals 
for the District of Columbia. 

(C) LIMITATION ON SCOPE OF CERTAIN RE-
VIEW.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—Judicial review of a deci-
sion of the Secretary to conduct a lease sale 
for areas opened under the amendments 
made by subsection (a), including the envi-
ronmental analysis relating to such a deci-
sion, shall be— 

(I) limited to whether the Secretary has 
complied with the terms of this section and 
the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (43 
U.S.C. 1331 et seq.); and 

(II) based upon the administrative record 
of that decision. 

(ii) PRESUMPTION.—In any judicial review 
described in clause (i), the identification by 
the Secretary of a preferred course of action 
to enable leasing to proceed, and the anal-
ysis of the Secretary of any environmental 
effects of that course of action, shall be pre-
sumed to be correct unless shown otherwise 
by clear and convincing evidence to the con-
trary. 

(2) LIMITATION ON OTHER REVIEW.—Actions 
of the Secretary with respect to which re-
view could have been obtained under this 
section shall not be subject to judicial re-
view in any civil or criminal proceeding for 
enforcement. 

(f) REPEAL OF RESTRICTION ON OIL SHALE 
LEASING.—Section 433 of the Department of 
the Interior, Environment, and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 2008 (Public 
Law 110–161; 121 Stat. 2152) is repealed. 

SA 120. Mr. BROWN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for the 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

On page 431, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 1607. ADDITIONAL AMOUNT FOR ECONOMIC 

ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The amount appropriated 

or otherwise made available under title II of 
this division under the heading ‘‘ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS’’ is here-
by increased by $50,000,000. 

(b) AVAILABILITY.—Of the amount appro-
priated or otherwise made available under 
title II of this division under the heading 
‘‘ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE PRO-
GRAMS’’, as increased by subsection (a), 
$50,000,000 shall be available for economic ad-
justment assistance pursuant to section 209 
of the Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3149). The amount 
available for economic adjustment assist-
ance under this subsection shall be in addi-
tion to any other amounts available for such 
assistance under title II of this division. 

SA 121. Mrs. BOXER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 452, between lines 18 and 19, insert 
the following: 
PART III—RIGHT START CHILD CARE AND 

EDUCATION 
SEC. 1021. INCREASE IN EMPLOYER-PROVIDED 

CHILD CARE CREDIT. 
(a) INCREASE IN CREDITABLE PERCENTAGE OF 

CHILD CARE EXPENDITURES.—Paragraph (1) of 
section 45F(a) is amended by striking ‘‘25 
percent’’ and inserting ‘‘35 percent’’. 

(b) INCREASE IN CREDITABLE PERCENTAGE OF 
RESOURCE AND REFERRAL EXPENDITURES.— 
Paragraph (2) of section 45F(a) is amended by 
striking ‘‘10 percent’’ and inserting ‘‘20 per-
cent’’. 

(c) INCREASE IN MAXIMUM CREDIT.—Sub-
section (b) of section 45F is amended by 
striking ‘‘$150,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$225,000’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2008. 
SEC. 1022. INCREASE IN DEPENDENT CARE CRED-

IT. 
(a) INCREASE IN INCOMES ELIGIBLE FOR FULL 

CREDIT.—Paragraph (2) of section 21(a) is 
amended by striking ‘‘$30,000’’ and inserting 
‘‘$20,000’’. 

(b) INCREASE IN PERCENTAGE OF EXPENSES 
ALLOWABLE.—Paragraph (2) of section 21(a) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘35 percent’’ and inserting 
‘‘50 percent’’, and 

(2) by striking ‘‘20 percent’’ and inserting 
‘‘35 percent’’. 
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(c) INCREASE IN DOLLAR LIMIT ON AMOUNT 

CREDITABLE.—Subsection (c) of section 21 is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘$3,000’’ in paragraph (1) and 
inserting ‘‘$6,000’’, and 

(2) by striking ‘‘$6,000’’ in paragraph (2) and 
inserting ‘‘$12,000’’. 

(d) CREDIT TO BE REFUNDABLE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 21 is hereby 

moved to subpart C of part IV of subchapter 
A of chapter 1 (relating to refundable cred-
its) and inserted after section 36A. 

(2) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.— 
(A) Section 21, as so moved, is redesignated 

as section 36B. 
(B) Paragraph (1) of section 36B(a) (as re-

designated by paragraph (2)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘this chapter’’ and inserting ‘‘this 
subtitle’’. 

(C) Paragraph (1) of section 23(f) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘21(e)’’ and inserting ‘‘36B(e)’’. 

(D) Paragraph (6) of section 35(g) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘21(e)’’ and inserting ‘‘36B(e)’’. 

(E) Subparagraph (C) of section 129(a)(2) is 
amended by striking ‘‘section 21(e)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 36B(e)’’. 

(F) Paragraph (2) of section 129(b) is 
amended by striking ‘‘section 21(d)(2)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘section 36B(d)(2)’’. 

(G) Paragraph (1) of section 129(e) is 
amended by striking ‘‘section 21(b)(2)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘section 36B(b)(2)’’. 

(H) Subsection (e) of section 213 is amended 
by striking ‘‘section 21’’ and inserting ‘‘sec-
tion 36B’’. 

(I) Subparagraph (H) of section 6213(g)(2) is 
amended by striking ‘‘section 21’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘section 36B’’. 

(J) Subparagraph (L) of section 6213(g)(2) is 
amended by striking ‘‘section 21,’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 36B,’’. 

(K) Paragraph (2) of section 1324(b) of title 
31, United States Code, is amended by insert-
ing ‘‘36B,’’ after ‘‘36A,’’. 

(L) The table of sections for subpart C of 
part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1 is 
amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 36A and inserting the following: 
‘‘Sec. 36B. Expenses for household and de-

pendent care services necessary 
for gainful employment.’’ 

(M) The table of sections for subpart A of 
such part IV is amended by striking the item 
relating to section 21. 

(e) CERTAIN PRIOR AMENDMENTS TO CREDIT 
MADE PERMANENT.—Section 901 of the Eco-
nomic Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation 
Act of 2001 shall not apply to the amend-
ments made by section 204 of such Act. 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2008. 
SEC. 1023. 3-YEAR CREDIT FOR INDIVIDUALS 

HOLDING CHILD CARE-RELATED DE-
GREES WHO WORK IN LICENSED 
CHILD CARE FACILITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart A of part IV of 
subchapter A of chapter 1 (relating to non-
refundable personal credits) is amended by 
inserting after section 25D the following new 
section: 
‘‘SEC. 25E. RIGHT START CHILD CARE AND EDU-

CATION CREDIT. 
‘‘(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—In the case of 

an individual who is an eligible child care 
provider for the taxable year, there shall be 
allowed as a credit against the tax imposed 
by this chapter for the taxable year the 
amount of $2,000. 

‘‘(b) 3-YEAR CREDIT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The credit allowable by 

subsection (a) for any taxable year to an in-
dividual shall be allowed for such year only 
if the individual elects the application of 
this section for such year. 

‘‘(2) ELECTION.—An election to have this 
section apply may not be made by an indi-

vidual for any taxable year if such an elec-
tion by such individual is in effect for any 3 
prior taxable years. 

‘‘(c) ELIGIBLE CHILD CARE PROVIDER.—For 
purposes of this section— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘eligible child 
care provider’ means, for any taxable year, 
any individual if— 

‘‘(A) as of the close of such taxable year, 
such individual holds a bachelor’s degree in 
early childhood education, child care, or a 
related degree and such degree was awarded 
by an eligible educational institution (as de-
fined in section 25A(f)(2)), and 

‘‘(B) during such taxable year, such indi-
vidual performs at least 1,200 hours of child 
care services at a facility if— 

‘‘(i) the principal use of the facility is to 
provide child care services, 

‘‘(ii) no more than 25 percent of the chil-
dren receiving child care services at the fa-
cility are children (as defined in section 
152(f)) of the individual or such individual’s 
spouse, and 

‘‘(iii) the facility meets the requirements 
of all applicable laws and regulations of the 
State or local government in which it is lo-
cated, including the licensing of the facility 
as a child care facility. 

Subparagraph (B)(i) shall not apply to a fa-
cility which is the principal residence (with-
in the meaning of section 121) of the operator 
of the facility. 

‘‘(2) CHILD CARE SERVICES.—The term ‘child 
care services’ means child care and early 
childhood education.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for such subpart A is amended by in-
serting after the item relating to section 25D 
the following new item: 
‘‘Sec. 25E. Right Start Child Care and Edu-

cation Credit.’’. 
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 

made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2008. 
SEC. 1024. INCREASE IN EXCLUSION FOR EM-

PLOYER-PROVIDED DEPENDENT 
CARE ASSISTANCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-
tion 129(a)(2) (relating to dependent care as-
sistance programs) is amended by striking 
‘‘$5,000 ($2,500’’ and inserting ‘‘$7,500 ($3,750’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2008. 

SA 122. Mr. BUNNING submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 451, between lines 13 and 14, insert 
the following: 
SEC. lll. INCREASE IN LIMITATIONS ON OFF-

SETTING ORDINARY INCOME WITH 
CAPITAL LOSSES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1211(b)(1) is 
amended by striking ‘‘$3,000 ($1,500’’ and in-
serting ‘‘$15,000 (one-half of such amount’’. 

(b) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—Section 1211 is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(c) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—In the case 
of any taxable year beginning in a calendar 
year after 2009, the dollar amount contained 
in subsection (b) shall be increased by an 
amount equal to— 

‘‘(1) such dollar amount, multiplied by 
‘‘(2) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar 
year in which the taxable year begins, deter-
mined by substituting ‘calendar year 2008’ 
for ‘calendar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B) 
thereof. 
Any increase determined under the preceding 
sentence shall be rounded to the nearest 
multiple of $100.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2008. 

SA 123. Mr. BUNNING submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 570, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 
SEC. ll. TEMPORARY REPEAL OF 1993 INCOME 

TAX INCREASE ON SOCIAL SECURITY 
BENEFITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section 
86(a) (relating to social security and tier 1 
railroad retirement benefits) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new flush 
sentence: 
‘‘This paragraph shall not apply to any tax-
able year beginning in 2009.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2008. 

(c) MAINTENANCE OF TRANSFERS TO HOS-
PITAL INSURANCE TRUST FUND.—There are 
hereby appropriated to the Federal Hospital 
Insurance Trust Fund established under sec-
tion 1817 of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395i) amounts equal to the reduction 
in revenues to the Treasury by reason of the 
amendment made by subsection (a). 
Amounts appropriated by the preceding sen-
tence shall be transferred from the general 
fund at such times and in such manner as to 
replicate to the extent possible the transfers 
which would have occurred to such Trust 
Fund had such amendment not been enacted. 

SA 124. Mr. BUNNING submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 484, after line 24, add the fol-
lowing: 
The preceding sentence shall not apply to 
any taxpayer with respect to losses attrib-
utable to the modification of any personal 
residence indebtedness. 

SA 125. Mrs. MCCASKILL (for herself, 
Mr. SANDERS, Mrs. HOGAN, Mr. HARKIN, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, Ms. KLOBUCHAR, Mr. 
NELSON of Florida, Mr. BEGICH, and 
Mrs. BOXER) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed to amendment 
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SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for him-
self and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, 
making supplemental appropriations 
for job preservation and creation, in-
frastructure investment, energy effi-
ciency and science, assistance to the 
unemployed, and State and local fiscal 
stabilization, for fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2009, and for other pur-
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

On page 428, between lines 11 and 12, insert 
the following: 

Subtitle D—Limits on Executive 
Compensation 

SEC. 1551. SHORT TITLE. 
This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Cap Ex-

ecutive Officer Pay Act of 2009’’. 
SEC. 1552. LIMIT ON EXECUTIVE COMPENSATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law or agreement to the 
contrary, no person who is an officer, direc-
tor, executive, or other employee of a finan-
cial institution or other entity that receives 
or has received funds under the Troubled 
Asset Relief Program (or ‘‘TARP’’), estab-
lished under section 101 of the Emergency 
Economic Stabilization Act of 2008, may re-
ceive annual compensation in excess of the 
amount of compensation paid to the Presi-
dent of the United States. 

(b) DURATION.—The limitation in sub-
section (a) shall be a condition of the receipt 
of assistance under the TARP, and of any 
modification to such assistance that was re-
ceived on or before the date of enactment of 
this Act, and shall remain in effect with re-
spect to each financial institution or other 
entity that receives such assistance or modi-
fication for the duration of the assistance or 
obligation provided under the TARP. 
SEC. 1553. RULEMAKING AUTHORITY. 

The Secretary shall expeditiously issue 
such rules as are necessary to carry out this 
subtitle, including with respect to reim-
bursement of compensation amounts, as ap-
propriate. 
SEC. 1554. COMPENSATION. 

As used in this subtitle, the term ‘‘com-
pensation’’ includes wages, salary, deferred 
compensation, retirement contributions, op-
tions, bonuses, property, and any other form 
of compensation or bonus that the Secretary 
of the Treasury determines is appropriate. 

SA 126. Mrs. MCCASKILL (for herself, 
Mr. BOND, Mr. BINGAMAN, and Mr. 
UDALL of New Mexico) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

The third provisio under the matter under 
the heading ‘‘(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF 
FUNDS)’’ under the heading ‘‘STATE AND TRIB-
AL ASSISTANCE GRANTS’’ under the heading 
‘‘ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGEN-
CY’’ in title VII is amended by striking 
‘‘principal and negative interest loans’’ and 
inserting ‘‘principal, negative interest loans, 
and grants’’. 

SA 127. Mrs. MCCASKILL submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
to amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 

INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

Strike section 1518 and insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. 1518. PROTECTING STATE AND LOCAL GOV-

ERNMENT AND CONTRACTOR WHIS-
TLEBLOWERS. 

(a) PROHIBITION OF REPRISALS.—An em-
ployee of any non-Federal employer receiv-
ing covered funds may not be discharged, de-
moted, or otherwise discriminated against as 
a reprisal for disclosing, including a disclo-
sure made in the ordinary course of an em-
ployee’s duties, to the Board, an inspector 
general, the Comptroller General, a member 
of Congress, a State or Federal regulatory or 
law enforcement agency, a person with su-
pervisory authority over the employee (or 
such other person working for the employer 
who has the authority to investigate, dis-
cover, or terminate misconduct), a court or 
grand jury, the head of a Federal agency, or 
their representatives information that the 
employee reasonably believes is evidence 
of— 

(1) gross mismanagement of an agency con-
tract or grant relating to covered funds; 

(2) a gross waste of covered funds; 
(3) a substantial and specific danger to 

public health or safety; 
(4) an abuse of authority related to the im-

plementation or use of covered funds; or 
(5) a violation of law, rule, or regulation 

related to an agency contract (including the 
competition for or negotiation of a contract) 
or grant, awarded or issued relating to cov-
ered funds. 

(b) INVESTIGATION OF COMPLAINTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—A person who believes 

that the person has been subjected to a re-
prisal prohibited by subsection (a) may sub-
mit a complaint regarding the reprisal to the 
appropriate inspector general. Unless the in-
spector general determines that the com-
plaint is frivolous, does not relate to covered 
funds, or another Federal or State judicial or 
administrative proceeding has previously 
been invoked to resolve such complaint, the 
inspector general shall investigate the com-
plaint and, upon completion of such inves-
tigation, submit a report of the findings of 
the investigation to the person, the person’s 
employer, the head of the appropriate agen-
cy, and the Board. 

(2) TIME LIMITATIONS FOR ACTIONS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided under 

subparagraph (B), the inspector general 
shall, not later than 180 days after receiving 
a complaint under paragraph (1)— 

(i) make a determination that the com-
plaint is frivolous, does not relate to covered 
funds, or another Federal or State judicial or 
administrative proceeding has previously 
been invoked to resolve such complaint; or 

(ii) submit a report under paragraph (1). 
(B) EXTENSION.—If the inspector general is 

unable to complete an investigation in time 
to submit a report within the 180-day period 
specified under subparagraph (A) and the 
person submitting the complaint agrees to 
an extension of time, the inspector general 
shall submit a report under paragraph (1) 
within such additional period of time as 
shall be agreed upon between the inspector 
general and the person submitting the com-
plaint. 

(3) BURDEN OF PROOF.— 
(A) DISCLOSURE AS CONTRIBUTING FACTOR IN 

REPRISAL.— 

(i) IN GENERAL.—A person alleging a re-
prisal under this section shall be deemed to 
have affirmatively established the occur-
rence of the reprisal if the person dem-
onstrates that a disclosure described in sub-
section (a) was a contributing factor in the 
reprisal. 

(ii) USE OF CIRCUMSTANTIAL EVIDENCE.—A 
disclosure may be demonstrated as a contrib-
uting factor in a reprisal for purposes of this 
paragraph by circumstantial evidence, in-
cluding— 

(I) evidence that the official undertaking 
the reprisal knew of the disclosure; or 

(II) evidence that the reprisal occurred 
within a period of time after the disclosure 
such that a reasonable person could conclude 
that the disclosure was a contributing factor 
in the reprisal. 

(B) PRESUMPTION THAT REPRISAL WARRANTS 
CORRECTIVE ACTION.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (C), if a reprisal is affirma-
tively established under subparagraph (A), 
the appropriate inspector general shall rec-
ommend in the report under paragraph (1) 
that corrective action be taken under sub-
section (c). 

(C) OPPORTUNITY FOR REBUTTAL.—The in-
spector general may not recommend correc-
tive action under subparagraph (B) with re-
spect to a reprisal that is affirmatively es-
tablished under subparagraph (A) if the em-
ployer demonstrates by clear and convincing 
evidence that the employer would have 
taken the action constituting the reprisal in 
the absence of the disclosure. 

(4) ACCESS TO INVESTIGATIVE FILE OF IN-
SPECTOR GENERAL.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—The person alleging a re-
prisal under this section shall have access to 
the complete investigation file of the appro-
priate inspector general in accordance with 
section 552a of title 5, United States Code 
(commonly referred to as the ‘‘Privacy 
Act’’). The investigation of the inspector 
general shall be deemed closed for purposes 
of disclosure under such section when an em-
ployee files an appeal to an agency head or a 
court of competent jurisdiction. 

(B) CIVIL ACTION.—In the event the person 
alleging the reprisal brings suit under sub-
section (c)(2)(a), the person alleging the re-
prisal and the contractor shall have access 
to the complete investigative file of the In-
spector General in accordance with the Pri-
vacy Act. 

(5) PRIVACY OF INFORMATION.—An inspector 
general investigating an alleged reprisal 
under this section may not respond to any 
inquiry or disclose any information from or 
about any person alleging such reprisal, ex-
cept in accordance with the provisions of 
section 552a of title 5, United States Code, or 
as required by any other applicable Federal 
law. 

(c) REMEDY AND ENFORCEMENT AUTHOR-
ITY.— 

(1) AGENCY ACTION.—Not later than 30 days 
after receiving an inspector general report 
under subsection (b), the head of the agency 
concerned shall determine whether there is 
sufficient basis to conclude that the non- 
Federal employer has subjected the com-
plainant to a reprisal prohibited by sub-
section (a) and shall either issue an order de-
nying relief or shall take 1 or more of the 
following actions: 

(A) Order the employer to take affirmative 
action to abate the reprisal. 

(B) Order the employer to reinstate the 
person to the position that the person held 
before the reprisal, together with the com-
pensation (including back pay), compen-
satory damages, employment benefits, and 
other terms and conditions of employment 
that would apply to the person in that posi-
tion if the reprisal had not been taken. 
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(C) Order the employer to pay the com-

plainant an amount equal to the aggregate 
amount of all costs and expenses (including 
attorneys’ fees and expert witnesses’ fees) 
that were reasonably incurred by the com-
plainant for, or in connection with, bringing 
the complaint regarding the reprisal, as de-
termined by the head of the agency or a 
court of competent jurisdiction. 

(2) CIVIL ACTION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—If the head of an agency 

issues an order denying relief under para-
graph (1) or has not issued an order within 
210 days after the submission of a complaint 
under subsection (b), or in the case of an ex-
tension of time under subsection (b)(2)(B), 
not later than 30 days after the expiration of 
the extension of time, and there is no show-
ing that such delay is due to the bad faith of 
the complainant, the complainant shall be 
deemed to have exhausted all administrative 
remedies with respect to the complaint, and 
the complainant may bring a de novo action 
at law or equity against the employer to 
seek compensatory damages and other relief 
available under this section in the appro-
priate district court of the United States, 
which shall have jurisdiction over such an 
action without regard to the amount in con-
troversy. Such an action shall, at the re-
quest of either party to the action, be tried 
by the court with a jury. 

(B) BURDENS OF PROOF.—In any action 
under subparagraph (A), the establishment of 
the occurrence of a reprisal shall be governed 
by the provisions of subsection (b)(3)(A), in-
cluding with respect to burden of proof, and 
the establishment that an action alleged to 
constitute a reprisal did not constitute a re-
prisal shall be subject to the burden of proof 
specified in subsection (b)(3)(C). 

(3) JUDICIAL ENFORCEMENT OF ORDER.— 
Whenever a person fails to comply with an 
order issued under paragraph (1), the head of 
the agency shall file an action for enforce-
ment of such order in the United States dis-
trict court for a district in which the re-
prisal was found to have occurred. In any ac-
tion brought under this paragraph, the court 
may grant appropriate relief, including in-
junctive relief, compensatory and exemplary 
damages, and attorneys fees and costs. 

(4) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—Any person adversely 
affected or aggrieved by an order issued 
under paragraph (1) may obtain review of the 
order’s conformance with this subsection, 
and any regulations issued to carry out this 
section, in the United States court of appeals 
for a circuit in which the reprisal is alleged 
in the order to have occurred. No petition 
seeking such review may be filed more than 
60 days after issuance of the order by the 
head of the agency. Review shall conform to 
chapter 7 of title 5, United States Code. 

(d) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.— 
(1) NO IMPLIED AUTHORITY TO RETALIATE FOR 

NON-PROTECTED DISCLOSURES.—Nothing in 
this section may be construed to authorize 
the discharge of, demotion of, or discrimina-
tion against an employee for a disclosure 
other than a disclosure protected by sub-
section (a) or to modify or derogate from a 
right or remedy otherwise available to the 
employee. 

(2) WAIVER OF SOVEREIGN IMMUNITY AS CON-
DITION FOR RECEIPT OF FUNDS.—State and 
local governments, as a condition for receipt 
of covered funds, may not raise sovereign im-
munity as an affirmative defense to an ac-
tion under this section. 

(e) NONENFORCEABILITY OF CERTAIN PROVI-
SIONS WAIVING RIGHTS AND REMEDIES OR RE-
QUIRING ARBITRATION OF DISPUTES.— 

(1) WAIVER OF RIGHTS AND REMEDIES.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law and 
except as provided under paragraph (3), the 
rights and remedies provided for in this sec-
tion may not be waived by any agreement, 

policy, form, or condition of employment, in-
cluding by any predispute arbitration agree-
ment. 

(2) PREDISPUTE ARBITRATION AGREEMENTS.— 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law 
and except as provided under paragraph (3), 
no predispute arbitration agreement shall be 
valid or enforceable if it requires arbitration 
of a dispute arising under this section. 

(3) EXCEPTION FOR COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 
AGREEMENTS.—Notwithstanding paragraphs 
(1) and (2), an arbitration provision in a col-
lective bargaining agreement shall be en-
forceable as to disputes arising under the 
collective bargaining agreement. 

(f) REQUIREMENT TO POST NOTICE OF RIGHTS 
AND REMEDIES.—Any employer receiving cov-
ered funds shall post notice of the rights and 
remedies provided under this section. 

(g) DEFINITIONS.—In this Act: 
(1) ABUSE OF AUTHORITY.—The term ‘‘abuse 

of authority’’ means an arbitrary and capri-
cious exercise of authority by a contracting 
official or employee that adversely affects 
the rights of any person, or that results in 
personal gain or advantage to the official or 
employee or to preferred other persons. 

(2) COVERED FUNDS.—The term ‘‘covered 
funds’’ means any contract, grant, or other 
payment received by any non-Federal em-
ployer if— 

(A) the Federal Government provides any 
portion of the money or property that is pro-
vided, requested, or demanded; and 

(B) at least some of the funds are appro-
priated or otherwise made available by this 
Act. 

(3) EMPLOYEE.—The term ‘‘employee’’ 
means an individual performing services on 
behalf of an employer. 

(4) NON-FEDERAL EMPLOYER.—The term 
‘‘non-Federal employer’’ means any em-
ployer— 

(A) with respect to any contract, grant, or 
direct payment issued by the Federal Gov-
ernment— 

(i) the contractor, subcontractor, grantee, 
or recipient, as the case may be, if the con-
tractor, grantee, or recipient is an employer; 

(ii) any professional membership organiza-
tion, certification or other professional body, 
any agency or licensee of the Federal govern-
ment, or any person acting directly or indi-
rectly in the interest of an employer receiv-
ing Federal funds; or 

(B) with respect to covered funds received 
by a State or local government, the State or 
local government receiving the funds and 
any contractor or subcontractor of the State 
or local government. 

(5) STATE OR LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—The 
term ‘‘State or local government’’ means— 

(A) the government of each of the several 
States, the District of Columbia, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, American 
Samoa, the Virgin Islands, the Northern 
Mariana Is Lands, or any other territory or 
possession of the United States; or 

(B) the government of any political sub-
division of a government listed in subpara-
graph (A). 

SA 128. Mr. BAYH submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 158, line 16, insert ‘‘, which may in-
clude constructing new facilities,’’ after 
‘‘education facilities’’. 

On page 162, line 19, insert ‘‘, which may in-
clude constructing new facilities,’’ after ‘‘or 
repair facilities’’. 

On page 164, line 11, insert ‘‘, including 
construction of new facilities,’’ after 
‘‘projects’’. 

On page 164, line 23, insert ‘‘or’’ after the 
semicolon. 

On page 165, line 6, strike ‘‘; or’’ and insert 
a period. 

On page 165, strike line 7. 

SA 129. Mr. CARPER (for himself, 
Mr. VOINOVICH, and Mr. JOHNSON) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed to amendment SA 98 proposed 
by Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. 
BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, making sup-
plemental appropriations for job pres-
ervation and creation, infrastructure 
investment, energy efficiency and 
science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, 
for fiscal year ending September 30, 
2009, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 276, strike lines 15 through 24, and 
insert the following: 

(E) RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS.—The Na-
tional Coordinator shall estimate and pub-
lish resources required annually to reach the 
goal of utilization of an electronic health 
record for each person in the United States 
by 2014, including— 

(i) the required level of Federal funding; 
(ii) expectations for regional, State, and 

private investment; 
(iii) the expected contributions by volun-

teers to activities for the utilization of such 
records; and 

(iv) the resources needed to establish or ex-
pand education programs in medical and 
health informatics and health information 
management to train health care and infor-
mation technology students and provide a 
health information technology workforce 
sufficient to ensure the rapid and effective 
deployment and utilization of health infor-
mation technologies. 

SA 130. Mr. INHOFE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 93, lines 11 through 15, strike ‘‘and 
not less than $6,000,000,000 shall be available 
for measures necessary to convert GSA fa-
cilities to High-Performance Green Build-
ings, as defined in section 401 of Public Law 
110–140:’’ and insert ‘‘of which not less than 
$6,000,000,000 shall be used for construction, 
repair, and alteration of Federal buildings 
for projects that will create the greatest im-
pact on energy efficiency and conservation:’’. 

SA 131. Mr. VITTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
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creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 431, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 1607. PARTICIPATION OF CHILDREN EN-

ROLLED IN PRIVATE SCHOOLS. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

this division, any funds made available under 
this division to carry out a program or serv-
ice under the title I of Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6301 
et seq.) or under the Individuals with Dis-
abilities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1400 et 
seq.) shall be available to provide for the eq-
uitable participation in the program or serv-
ice of children enrolled in private schools in 
the same manner as such participation is 
provided under section 1120 of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 6320) or under the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act, respectively. 

SA 132. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of part I of subtitle A of title I 
of division B, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. REDUCTION IN 10-PERCENT RATE 

BRACKET FOR 2009 AND 2010. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 

1(i) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subparagraph: 

‘‘(D) REDUCED RATE FOR 2009 AND 2010.—In 
the case of any taxable year beginning in 
2009 or 2010— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A)(i) shall 
be applied by substituting ‘5 percent’ for ‘10 
percent’. 

‘‘(ii) RULES FOR APPLYING CERTAIN OTHER 
PROVISIONS.— 

‘‘(I) Subsection (g)(7)(B)(ii)(II) shall be ap-
plied by substituting ‘5 percent’ for ‘10 per-
cent’. 

‘‘(II) Section 3402(p)(2) shall be applied by 
substituting ‘5 percent’ for ‘10 percent’.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2008. 

(2) WITHHOLDING PROVISIONS.—Subclause 
(II) of section 1(i)(1)(D)(ii) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986, as added by subsection 
(a), shall apply to amounts paid after the 
60th day after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

SA 133. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 

other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of part I of subtitle A of title I 
of division B, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. REDUCTION IN 10-PERCENT AND 15- 

PERCENT RATE BRACKETS FOR 2009 
AND 2010. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1(i) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by re-
designating paragraph (3) as paragraph (4) 
and by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing new subparagraph: 

‘‘(3) REDUCTIONS FOR 2009 AND 2010.—In the 
case of any taxable year beginning in 2009 or 
2010— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Each of the tables under 
subsections (a), (b), (c), (d), and (e) (as in ef-
fect after the application of paragraphs (1) 
and (2)) shall be applied — 

‘‘(i) by substituting ‘5 percent’ for ‘10 per-
cent’, and 

‘‘(ii) by substituting ‘10 percent’ for ‘15 per-
cent’. 

‘‘(B) RULES FOR APPLYING CERTAIN OTHER 
PROVISIONS.— 

‘‘(i) Subsection (g)(7)(B)(ii)(II) shall be ap-
plied by substituting ‘5 percent’ for ‘10 per-
cent’. 

‘‘(ii) Section 3402(p)(2) shall be applied by 
substituting ‘5 percent’ for ‘10 percent’.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2008. 

(2) WITHHOLDING PROVISIONS.—Clause (ii) of 
section 1(i)(3)(B) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986, as added by subsection (a), shall 
apply to amounts paid after the 60th day 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

SA 134. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of part I of subtitle A of title I 
of division B, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. ELIMINATION OF TAX ON CAPITAL 

GAINS AND DIVIDENDS PAID TO MID-
DLE CLASS TAXPAYERS IN 2009 AND 
2010. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1(h) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(12) SPECIAL RULE FOR 2009 AND 2010.—In the 
case of any taxpayer with an adjusted gross 
income which does not exceed $75,000 
($150,000 in the case of a joint return) in any 
taxable year beginning in 2009 or 2010, para-
graph (1)(C) shall be applied by substituting 
‘0 percent’ for ‘15 percent’.’’. 

(b) ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM TAX.—Section 
55(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(5) SPECIAL RULE FOR 2009 AND 2010.—In the 
case of any taxpayer with an adjusted gross 
income which does not exceed $75,000 
($150,000 in the case of a joint return) in any 
taxable year beginning in 2009 or 2010, para-
graph (3)(C) shall be applied by substituting 
‘0 percent’ for ‘15 percent’.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2008. 

SA 135. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 

amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of part I of subtitle A of title I 
of division B, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. REDUCTION IN 15-PERCENT RATE 

BRACKET FOR 2009 AND 2010. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1(i) of the Inter-

nal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by re-
designating paragraph (3) as paragraph (4) 
and by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing new subparagraph: 

‘‘(3) REDUCTIONS FOR 2009 AND 2010.—In the 
case of any taxable year beginning in 2009 or 
2010, each of the tables under subsections (a), 
(b), (c), (d), and (e) (as in effect after the ap-
plication of paragraphs (1) and (2)) shall be 
applied by substituting ‘10 percent’ for ‘15 
percent’.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATES.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2008. 

SA 136. Mr. VITTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 431, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 
SEC. lll. RESCISSION OF UNSPENT FUNDS. 

Amounts made available by this Act for 
fiscal year 2010 that remain unobligated 
after September 30, 2010, are rescinded. 

SA 137. Mr. REID (for Mr. KENNEDY 
(for himself, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. KERRY, 
Ms. COLLINS, Mr. REED, Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE, and Mrs. SHAHEEN)) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed to amendment SA 98 proposed 
by Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. 
BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, making sup-
plemental appropriations for job pres-
ervation and creation, infrastructure 
investment, energy efficiency and 
science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, 
for fiscal year ending September 30, 
2009, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 57, between lines 5 and 6, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 203. (a)(1) Notwithstanding any exist-
ing or proposed regulation and subject to 
paragraph (2), the Secretary of Commerce— 

(A) shall adopt a final interim rule that 
will carry out the recommendations de-
scribed in section 9g of the summary of mo-
tions for the meeting of the New England 
Fishery Management Council held on Sep-
tember 4, 2008, in Providence, Rhode Island; 
and 

(B) may not implement any provision of 
the proposed rule published on January 16, 
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2009 (74 Fed. Reg. 2959; relating to the North-
east Multispecies Fishery) that is incon-
sistent with the recommendations referred 
to in paragraph (1). 

(2) The final interim rule required by para-
graph (1)(A) shall require that if the total al-
lowable catch for any stock described in such 
section 9g is exceeded during the effective 
period described in subsection (b), the 
amount of the excess shall be deducted from 
the total allowable catch for that stock dur-
ing the period beginning May 1, 2010 and end-
ing April 30, 2011. 

(b) The final interim rule described in sub-
section (a) shall be in effect for the period 
beginning on May 1, 2009 and ending on April 
30, 2010. 

(c) The Secretary of Commerce shall pub-
lish the final interim rule required by sub-
section (a)(1)(A) in the Federal Register. 

SA 138. Mr. DORGAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

Strike subtitle C of title XV of division A, 
and insert the following: 

Subtitle C—Reports of the Council of 
Economic Advisers 

SEC. 1541. REPORTS OF THE COUNCIL OF ECO-
NOMIC ADVISERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In consultation with the 
Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget and the Secretary of the Treasury, 
the Chairperson of the Council of Economic 
Advisers shall submit to the Committees on 
Appropriations of the Senate and House of 
Representatives quarterly reports based on 
the reports required under section 1551 that 
detail the impact of programs funded 
through covered funds on employment, esti-
mated economic growth, and other key eco-
nomic indicators. 

(b) SUBMISSION OF REPORTS.— 
(1) FIRST REPORT.—The first report sub-

mitted under subsection (a) shall be sub-
mitted not later than 45 days after the end of 
the first full quarter following the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

(2) LAST REPORT.—The last report required 
to be submitted under subsection (a) shall 
apply to the quarter in which the Board ter-
minates under section 1521. 

Subtitle D—Reports on Use of Funds 
SEC. 1551. REPORTS ON USE OF FUNDS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘‘Jobs Accountability Act’’. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) AGENCY.—The term ‘‘agency’’ has the 

meaning given under section 551 of title 5, 
United States Code. 

(2) RECIPIENT.—The term ‘‘recipient’’— 
(A) means any entity that receives recov-

ery funds (including recovery funds received 
through grant, loan, or contract) other than 
an individual; and 

(B) includes a State that receives recovery 
funds. 

(3) RECOVERY FUNDS.—The term ‘‘recovery 
funds’’ means any funds that are made avail-
able— 

(A) from appropriations made under this 
Act; and 

(B) under any other authorities provided 
under this Act. 

(c) RECIPIENT REPORTS.—Not later than 10 
days after the end of each calendar quarter, 

each recipient that received recovery funds 
from an agency shall submit a report to that 
agency that contains— 

(1) the total amount of recovery funds re-
ceived from that agency; 

(2) the amount of recovery funds received 
that were expended or obligated to projects 
or activities; and 

(3) a detailed list of all projects or activi-
ties for which recovery funds were expended 
or obligated, including— 

(A) the name of the project or activity; 
(B) a description of the project or activity; 
(C) an evaluation of the completion status 

of the project or activity; and 
(D) an analysis of the number of jobs cre-

ated and the number of jobs retained by the 
project or activity. 

(d) AGENCY REPORTS.—Not later than 30 
days after the end of each calendar quarter, 
each agency that made recovery funds avail-
able to any recipient shall make the infor-
mation in reports submitted under sub-
section (c) publicly available by posting the 
information on a website. 

SA 139. Mr. DORGAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. REPORTING BONUSES TO PROTECT 

TAXPAYERS. 
(a) REPORTS REQUIRED.—Any person that 

receives emergency economic assistance 
from any Federal financial entity shall re-
port to such Federal financial agency, all bo-
nuses paid to any officer, director, or other 
employee of that person, including the name 
of such officer, director, or employee and the 
amount of the bonus paid. 

(b) TIMING.—The reports required under 
subsection (a) shall be submitted to the Fed-
eral financial entity— 

(1) not later than 30 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act, in the case of any per-
son receiving emergency economic assist-
ance from the Federal financial entity before 
the date of enactment of this Act, with re-
spect to all bonuses paid during 2008; 

(2) not later than 30 days after the date on 
which a person applies for emergency eco-
nomic assistance from the Federal financial 
entity on and after the date of enactment of 
this Act, with respect to all bonuses paid 
during 2008 and the calendar year during 
which the application is made; and 

(3) monthly in updated form while any ob-
ligation arising from such assistance re-
mains outstanding. 

(c) TRANSMISSION TO CONGRESS; PUBLIC 
AVAILABILITY.—Each Federal financial enti-
ty that provides emergency economic assist-
ance shall promptly compile and transmit 
all reports received under this section to 
Congress, and shall make such reports pub-
licly available via the Internet. 

(d) DEFINITION.—As used in this section, 
the term ‘‘Federal financial entity’’ means— 

(1) the Secretary of the Treasury; 
(2) each member of the Financial Institu-

tions Examination Council established under 
section 1004 of the Federal Financial Institu-
tions Examination Council Act of 1978 (12 
U.S.C. 3303); and 

(3) the Federal Housing Finance Agency. 

SA 140. Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself, 
Mr. MCCAIN, Mrs. MCCASKILL, Mr. 
GRAHAM, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. BURR, 
and Mr. COBURN) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. lll. CURTAILING CONGRESSIONAL EAR-

MARKS AND LOBBYING DISCLO-
SURE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title III of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 

‘‘CONGRESSIONAL EARMARKS 
‘‘SEC. 316. (a) IN GENERAL.—On a point of 

order made by any Senator: 
‘‘(1) No unauthorized appropriation may be 

included in any general appropriation bill. 
‘‘(2) No amendment may be received to any 

general appropriation bill the effect of which 
will be to add an unauthorized appropriation 
to the bill. 

‘‘(3) No unauthorized appropriation may be 
included in any amendment between the 
Houses, or any amendment thereto, in rela-
tion to a general appropriation bill. 

‘‘(b) POINT OF ORDER NEW LEGISLATION.— 
‘‘(1) SENATE MEASURE.—If a point of order 

under subsection (a)(1) against a Senate bill 
or amendment is sustained— 

‘‘(A) the unauthorized appropriation shall 
be struck from the bill or amendment; and 

‘‘(B) any modification of total amounts ap-
propriated necessary to reflect the deletion 
of the matter struck from the bill or amend-
ment shall be made. 

‘‘(2) HOUSE MEASURE.—If a point of order 
under subsection (a)(1) against an Act of the 
House of Representatives is sustained when 
the Senate is not considering an amendment 
in the nature of a substitute, an amendment 
to the House bill is deemed to have been 
adopted that— 

‘‘(A) strikes unauthorized appropriation 
from the bill; and 

‘‘(B) modifies, if necessary, the total 
amounts appropriated by the bill to reflect 
the deletion of the matter struck from the 
bill; 

‘‘(c) POINT OF ORDER UNAUTHORIZED APPRO-
PRIATIONS IN AMENDMENT.—If the point of 
order against an amendment under sub-
section (a)(2) is sustained, the amendment 
shall be out of order and may not be consid-
ered. 

‘‘(d) POINT OF ORDER UNAUTHORIZED APPRO-
PRIATIONS IN AMENDMENT BETWEEN THE 
HOUSES.— 

‘‘(1) SENATE.—If a point of order under sub-
section (a)(3) against a Senate amendment is 
sustained— 

‘‘(A) the unauthorized appropriation shall 
be struck from the amendment; 

‘‘(B) any modification of total amounts ap-
propriated necessary to reflect the deletion 
of the matter struck from the amendment 
shall be made; and 

‘‘(C) after all other points of order under 
this section have been disposed of, the Sen-
ate shall proceed to consider the amendment 
as so modified. 

‘‘(2) HOUSE.—If a point of order under sub-
section (a)(3) against a House of Representa-
tives amendment is sustained— 

‘‘(A) an amendment to the House amend-
ment is deemed to have been adopted that— 
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‘‘(i) strikes the unauthorized appropriation 

from the House amendment; and 
‘‘(ii) modifies, if necessary, the total 

amounts appropriated by the bill to reflect 
the deletion of the matter struck from the 
House amendment; and 

‘‘(B) after all other points of order under 
this section have been disposed of, the Sen-
ate shall proceed to consider the question of 
whether to concur with further amendment. 

‘‘(e) OTHER POINTS OF ORDER.—The disposi-
tion of a point of order made under any other 
rule of the Senate, that is not sustained, or 
is waived, does not preclude, or affect, a 
point of order made under subsection (a) 
with respect to the same matter. 

‘‘(f) SUPERMAJORITY.—A point of order 
under subsection (a) may be waived only by 
a motion agreed to by the affirmative vote of 
three-fifths of the Senators duly chosen and 
sworn. If an appeal is taken from the ruling 
of the Presiding Officer with respect to such 
a point of order, the ruling of the Presiding 
Officer shall be sustained absent an affirma-
tive vote of three-fifths of the Senators duly 
chosen and sworn. 

‘‘(g) FORM OF POINT OF ORDER, MULTIPLE 
PROVISIONS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other rule of the Senate, it shall be in order 
for a Senator to raise a single point of order 
that several provisions of a general appro-
priation bill or an amendment between the 
Houses on a general appropriation bill vio-
late subsection (a). The Presiding Officer 
may sustain the point of order as to some or 
all of the provisions against which the Sen-
ator raised the point of order. 

‘‘(2) SUSTAINED POINT OF ORDER.—If the 
Presiding Officer sustains the point of order 
under paragraph (1) as to some or all of the 
provisions against which the Senator raised 
the point of order, then only those provisions 
against which the Presiding Officer sustains 
the point of order shall be deemed stricken 
pursuant to this paragraph. 

‘‘(3) MOTION TO WAIVE.—Before the Pre-
siding Officer rules on such a point of order, 
any Senator may move to waive such a point 
of order, in accordance with subsection (f), as 
it applies to some or all of the provisions 
against which the point of order was raised. 
Such a motion to waive is amendable in ac-
cordance with the rules and precedents of 
the Senate. 

‘‘(4) APPEAL.—After the Presiding Officer 
rules on such a point of order, any Senator 
may appeal the ruling of the Presiding Offi-
cer on such a point of order as it applies to 
some or all of the provisions on which the 
Presiding Officer ruled. 

‘‘(h) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘unauthorized appropriation’ 
means a ‘congressionally directed spending 
item’ as defined in rule XLIV of the Standing 
Rule of the Senator— 

‘‘(1) that is not specifically authorized by 
law or Treaty stipulation (unless the appro-
priation has been specifically authorized by 
an Act or resolution previously passed by the 
Senate during the same session or proposed 
in pursuance of an estimate submitted in ac-
cordance with law); or 

‘‘(2) the amount of which exceeds the 
amount specifically authorized by law or 
Treaty stipulation (or specifically author-
ized by an Act or resolution previously 
passed by the Senate during the same session 
or proposed in pursuance of an estimate sub-
mitted in accordance with law) to be appro-
priated. 

‘‘(i) CONFERENCE REPORTS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—On a point of order made 

by any Senator, no unauthorized appropria-
tion may be included in any conference re-
port on a general appropriation bill. 

‘‘(2) POINT OF ORDER SUSTAINED.—If the 
point of order against a conference report 
under paragraph (1) is sustained— 

‘‘(A) the unauthorized appropriation in 
such conference report shall be deemed to 
have been struck; 

‘‘(B) any modification of total amounts ap-
propriated necessary to reflect the deletion 
of the matter struck shall be deemed to have 
been made; 

‘‘(C) when all other points of order under 
this subsection have been disposed of— 

‘‘(i) the Senate shall proceed to consider 
the question of whether the Senate should 
recede from its amendment to the House bill, 
or its disagreement to the amendment of the 
House, and concur with a further amend-
ment, which further amendment shall con-
sist of only that portion of the conference re-
port not deemed to have been struck (to-
gether with any modification of total 
amounts appropriated); 

‘‘(ii) the question shall be debatable; and 
‘‘(iii) no further amendment shall be in 

order; and 
‘‘(D) if the Senate agrees to the amend-

ment, then the bill and the Senate amend-
ment thereto shall be returned to the House 
for its concurrence in the amendment of the 
Senate. 

‘‘(3) FURTHER POINTS OF ORDER.—The dis-
position of a point of order made under any 
other provision of this section, or under any 
other Standing Rule of the Senate, that is 
not sustained, or is waived, does not pre-
clude, or affect, a point of order made under 
paragraph (1) with respect to the same mat-
ter. 

‘‘(4) SUPERMAJORITY.—A point of order 
under paragraph (1) may be waived only by a 
motion agreed to by the affirmative vote of 
three-fifths of the Senators duly chosen and 
sworn. If an appeal is taken from the ruling 
of the Presiding Officer with respect to such 
a point of order, the ruling of the Presiding 
Officer shall be sustained absent an affirma-
tive vote of three-fifths of the Senators duly 
chosen and sworn. 

‘‘(5) SINGLE POINT OF ORDER.—Notwith-
standing any other rule of the Senate, it 
shall be in order for a Senator to raise a sin-
gle point of order that several provisions of 
a conference report on a general appropria-
tion bill violate paragraph (1). The Presiding 
Officer may sustain the point of order as to 
some or all of the provisions against which 
the Senator raised the point of order. If the 
Presiding Officer so sustains the point of 
order as to some or all of the provisions 
against which the Senator raised the point of 
order, then only those provisions against 
which the Presiding Officer sustains the 
point of order shall be deemed stricken pur-
suant to this subsection. Before the Pre-
siding Officer rules on such a point of order, 
any Senator may move to waive such a point 
of order, in accordance with paragraph (4), as 
it applies to some or all of the provisions 
against which the point of order was raised. 
Such a motion to waive is amendable in ac-
cordance with the rules and precedents of 
the Senate. After the Presiding Officer rules 
on such a point of order, any Senator may 
appeal the ruling of the Presiding Officer on 
such a point of order as it applies to some or 
all of the provisions on which the Presiding 
Officer ruled.’’. 

(b) LOBBYING ON BEHALF OF RECIPIENTS OF 
FEDERAL FUNDS.—The Lobbying Disclosure 
Act of 1995 is amended by adding after sec-
tion 5 the following: 
‘‘SEC. 5A. REPORTS BY RECIPIENTS OF FEDERAL 

FUNDS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—A recipient of Federal 
funds shall file a report as required by sec-
tion 5(a) containing— 

‘‘(1) the name of any lobbyist registered 
under this Act to whom the recipient paid 
money to lobby on behalf of the Federal 
funding received by the recipient; and 

‘‘(2) the amount of money paid as described 
in paragraph (1). 

‘‘(b) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
‘recipient of Federal funds’ means the recipi-
ent of Federal funds constituting an award, 
grant, or loan.’’. 

SA 141. Mr. ENSIGN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. lll. RESCISSION OF UNSPENT FUNDS. 

Amounts made available by this Act for 
fiscal year 2009 that remain unobligated 
after September 30, 2010 are rescinded. 

SA 142. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 223, beginning on line 19, strike 
‘‘$180,500,000’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘facility in the United States’’ on line 23 and 
insert ‘‘$105,500,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2010, of which up to $45,000,000 
shall be available for passport and visa fa-
cilities and systems’’. 

SA 143. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 431, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 1607. BIPARTISAN SUPPORT FOR THE PLAN 

BY THE PRESIDENT TO CHANGE THE 
WASTEFUL SPENDING HABITS OF 
THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) The national debt now exceeds 
$10,600,000,000,000. 

(2) The share of each United States citizen 
of the national debt is more than $34,800. 

(3) Each cent that the United States Gov-
ernment borrows and adds to such debt is 
money stolen from future generations of 
United States citizens and from senior citi-
zens who depend on Social Security. 

(4) Congress has repeatedly demonstrated 
its inability to prioritize spending. 

(5) In the first month of 2009, the Senate 
authorized nearly $50,000,000,000 in new Gov-
ernment spending. 
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(6) 59 percent of people in the United 

States worry that Congress and President 
Barack Obama will increase spending too 
much, according to a poll conducted by Ras-
mussen Reports on January 21 and 22, 2009. 

(7) As a candidate, President Obama 
pledged to restore fiscal discipline to Wash-
ington. 

(8) As part of the ‘‘Plan for Restoring Fis-
cal Discipline’’ by President Obama, the 
President pledged to ‘‘require new spending 
commitments or tax changes to be paid for 
by cuts to other programs or new revenue’’. 

(9) This Act contains tax changes that 
would reduce Federal revenue by 
$252,500,000,000 and increase spending by 
$632,000,000,000, without any corresponding 
new revenue or spending cuts. 

(10) The ‘‘Plan for Restoring Fiscal Dis-
cipline’’ by President Obama vowed an ‘‘end 
to wasteful government spending’’. 

(11) This Act spends billions of dollars on 
programs that are riddled with significant 
amounts of waste, fraud, abuse, and mis-
management. 

(12) The ‘‘Plan for Restoring Fiscal Dis-
cipline’’ by President Obama promised to 
‘‘cut pork barrel spending’’. 

(13) This Act contains a number of congres-
sional earmarks, including the most expen-
sive ‘‘pork’’ project in history, $2,000,000,000 
for a near-zero emissions power plant for 
FutureGen Industrial Alliance. 

(14) To limit the abuse of no-bid Federal 
contracts, the ‘‘Plan for Restoring Fiscal 
Discipline’’ by President Obama pledged 
‘‘that federal contracts over $25,000’’ will be 
awarded by competitive bidding. 

(15) This Act steers billions of dollars to 
pre-selected entities that will not have to 
compete for such Federal contracts. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that— 

(1) because the power of the purse belongs 
to Congress, it is irresponsible for Congress 
to increase spending without first reducing 
lower-priority spending elsewhere within the 
Federal budget; and 

(2) in the spirit of bipartisanship and com-
mon sense, Congress should adopt those as-
pects of the ‘‘Plan for Restoring Fiscal Dis-
cipline’’ by President Barack Obama that re-
quire that all new spending be paid for with 
reductions in lower-priority spending else-
where within the Government. 

SA 144. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 115, between lines 17 and 18, insert 
the following: 

LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

this Act, none of the funds made available 
under this heading shall be expended unless 
the expenditure of funds directly reduces the 
deferred maintenance backlog of the Na-
tional Park Service, as determined by the 
Secretary of the Interior. 

SA 145. Mr. DODD submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 

appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 263, between lines 10 and 11, in-
sert the following: 
GENERAL PROVISIONS—HOPE FOR HOMEOWNERS 

AMENDMENTS 
SEC. 1201. Section 257 of the National 

Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z-23), as amended 
by the Emergency Economic Stabilization 
Act of 2008 (Public Law 110-343), is amended— 

(1) in subsection (e)(1)(B), by inserting 
after ‘‘being reset,’’ the following: ‘‘or has, 
due to a decrease in income,’’; 

(2) in subsection (k)(2), by striking ‘‘and 
the mortgagor’’ and all that follows through 
the end and inserting ‘‘shall, upon any sale 
or disposition of the property to which the 
mortgage relates, be entitled to 25 percent of 
appreciation, up to the appraised value of 
the home at the time when the mortgage 
being refinanced under this section was 
originally made. The Secretary may share 
any amounts received under this paragraph 
with the holder of the eligible mortgage refi-
nanced under this section.’’; 

(3) in subsection (i)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘, after weighing maxi-

mization of participation with consideration 
for the solvency of the program,’’ after ‘‘Sec-
retary shall’’; 

(B) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘equal 
to 3 percent’’ and inserting ‘‘not more than 2 
percent’’; and 

(C) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘equal 
to 1.5 percent’’ and inserting ‘‘not more than 
1 percent’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(x) AUCTIONS.—The Board shall, if fea-

sible, establish a structure and organize pro-
cedures for an auction to refinance eligible 
mortgages on a wholesale or bulk basis. 

‘‘(y) COMPENSATION OF SERVICERS.—To 
provide incentive for participation in the 
program under this section, each servicer of 
an eligible mortgage insured under this sec-
tion shall be paid $1,000 for performing serv-
ices associated with refinancing such mort-
gage, or such other amount as the Board de-
termines is warranted. Funding for such 
compensation shall be provided by funds re-
alized through the HOPE bond under sub-
section (w).’’. 

At the end of division B, add the fol-
lowing: 

TITLE VI—FORECLOSURE PREVENTION 
SEC. 6001. MANDATORY LOAN MODIFICATIONS. 

Section 109(a) of the Emergency Eco-
nomic Stabilization Act of 2008 (12 U.S.C. 
5219) is amended— 

(1) by striking the last sentence; 
(2) by striking ‘‘To the extent’’ and in-

serting the following: 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—To the extent’’; and 
(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) LOAN MODIFICATIONS REQUIRED.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In addition to actions 

required under paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall, not later than 15 days after the date of 
enactment of this paragraph, develop and 
implement a plan to facilitate loan modifica-
tions to prevent avoidable mortgage loan 
foreclosures. 

‘‘(B) FUNDING.—Of amounts made avail-
able under section 115 and not otherwise ob-
ligated, not less than $50,000,000,000, shall be 
made available to the Secretary for purposes 
of carrying out the mortgage loan modifica-
tion plan required to be developed and imple-
mented under this paragraph. 

‘‘(C) CRITERIA.—The loan modification 
plan required by this paragraph may incor-
porate the use of— 

‘‘(i) loan guarantees and credit enhance-
ments; 

‘‘(ii) the reduction of loan principal 
amounts and interest rates; 

‘‘(iii) extension of mortgage loan terms; 
and 

‘‘(iv) any other similar mechanisms or 
combinations thereof, as determined appro-
priate by the Secretary. 

‘‘(D) DESIGNATION AUTHORITY.— 
‘‘(i) FDIC.—The Secretary may designate 

the Corporation, on a reimbursable basis, to 
carry out the loan modification plan devel-
oped under this paragraph. 

‘‘(ii) CONTRACTING AUTHORITY.—If des-
ignated under clause (i), the Corporation 
may use its contracting authority under sec-
tion 9 of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act. 

‘‘(E) CONSULTATION REQUIRED.—In devel-
oping the loan modification plan under this 
paragraph, the Secretary shall consult with 
the Chairperson of the Board of Directors of 
the Corporation, the Board, and the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development. 

‘‘(F) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—The Sec-
retary shall provide to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the 
Senate and the Committee on Financial 
Services of the House of Representatives— 

‘‘(i) upon development of the plan re-
quired by this paragraph, a report describing 
such plan; and 

‘‘(ii) a monthly report on the number and 
types of loan modifications occurring during 
the reporting period, and the performance of 
the loan modification plan overall.’’. 

SA 146. Mr. CARPER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 1, making supple-
mental appropriations for job preserva-
tion and creation, infrastructure in-
vestment, energy efficiency and 
science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, 
for fiscal year ending September 30, 
2009, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of division A, add the following: 
TITLE XVII—POSTAL SERVICE RETIREE 

HEALTH BENEFITS 
SEC. 1701. POSTAL SERVICE RETIREE HEALTH 

BENEFITS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 8906(g)(2)(A) of 

title 5, United States Code, is amended by 
striking ‘‘shall through September 30, 2016, 
be paid by the United States Postal Service, 
and thereafter shall be paid first from the 
Postal Service Retiree Health Benefits Fund 
up to the amount contained in the Fund, 
with any remaining amount paid by the 
United States Postal Service.’’ and inserting 
‘‘shall through September 30, 2008, be paid by 
the United States Postal Service, shall 
through September 30, 2010, be paid from the 
Postal Service Retiree Health Benefits Fund, 
shall through September 30, 2016, be paid by 
the United States Postal Service, and there-
after shall be paid first from the Postal Serv-
ice Retiree Health Benefits Fund up to the 
amount contained in the Fund, with any re-
maining amount paid by the United States 
Postal Service.’’. 

(b) MONTHLY REPORTING TO POSTAL OVER-
SIGHT COMMITTEES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The United States Postal 
Service shall submit a monthly report sum-
marizing its financial condition and outlook 
to the Committee on Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs of the Senate and the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform of the House of Representatives. 
Each report under this subsection shall pro-
vide sufficiently detailed data and narrative 
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information for the committees to under-
stand the Postal Service’s current and pro-
jected financial condition, including how its 
financial outlook and budget targets for the 
fiscal year has changed since the previous re-
port, and the Postal Service’s progress to-
ward achieving its budget targets for the 
current fiscal year. 

(2) SUBMISSION DATES.—Monthly reports 
under this subsection shall be submitted 
within 30 days after the end of each month, 
for each fiscal year in which retiree health 
benefit premiums are paid by the Postal 
Service Retiree Health Benefits Fund. 

SA 147. Mr. BROWNBACK submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill H.R. 1, making sup-
plemental appropriations for job pres-
ervation and creation, infrastructure 
investment, energy efficiency and 
science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, 
for fiscal year ending September 30, 
2009, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE RELATING TO 

THE USE OF CERTAIN EXCESS FED-
ERAL FUNDING FOR TAX REBATES. 

It is the sense of the Senate that any Fed-
eral funds provided to States under this Act 
in excess of the amount needed to balance a 
State’s budget should be used to provide a 
tax rebate to citizens of the State. 

SA 148. Mr. BROWNBACK submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill H.R. 1, making sup-
plemental appropriations for job pres-
ervation and creation, infrastructure 
investment, energy efficiency and 
science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, 
for fiscal year ending September 30, 
2009, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. llll. ELIGIBILITY FOR CDBG FUNDS. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law or this Act, any unit of general local 
government that was eligible for community 
development block grant assistance under 
title I of the Housing and Community Devel-
opment Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5301 et seq.) as 
of January 1, 2009, shall remain eligible for 
any such additional community development 
block grant assistance made available under 
this Act or any other Act for fiscal year 2009. 

SA 149. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 604, between lines 10 and 11, insert 
the following: 

(D) INCREASED FLEXIBILITY.—Notwith-
standing any COBRA continuation provision, 
an assistance eligible individual may, not 
later than 30 days after the date on which 
the individual makes the election under 
paragraph (3), elect to enroll in any health 

insurance coverage offered by the employer 
(or employee organization) involved, in any 
health insurance coverage offered in the in-
dividual market in the State involved, in a 
high deductible plan, or in coverage offered 
through a high risk pool administered by the 
State involved, and such coverage (or plan) 
shall be treated as COBRA continuation cov-
erage for purposes of the applicable COBRA 
continuation coverage provision and this 
section. 

SA 150. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 570, after line 8, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. —. PROHIBITION ON CONSIDERATION OF 

REVENUE PROVISIONS WITHOUT 
CERTIFICATION OF TAX BURDEN EF-
FECTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—It shall not be in order to 
consider a bill, resolution, amendment, or 
conference report that proposes any provi-
sion amending the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 or affecting the application of such Code 
unless the Joint Committee on Taxation pro-
vides a written certification that such provi-
sion does not increase the net yearly tax 
burden for any family whose taxable income 
for any taxable year to which such provision 
applies is less than $250,000. 

(b) SUPERMAJORITY WAIVER AND APPEAL.— 
(1) WAIVER.—A point of order raised under 

subsection (a) may be waived or suspended in 
the Senate only by an affirmative vote of 
two-thirds of the Members, duly chosen and 
sworn. 

(2) APPEAL.—An affirmative vote of two- 
thirds of the Members of the Senate, duly 
chosen and sworn, shall be required in the 
Senate to sustain an appeal of the ruling of 
the Chair on a point of order raised under 
subsection (a). 

(c) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘family’’ means a married 
couple filing jointly or an individual filing as 
a head of household. 

SA 151. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 570, after line 8, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. —. INDEXING OF CERTAIN ASSETS FOR PUR-

POSES OF DETERMINING GAIN OR 
LOSS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part II of subchapter O of 
chapter 1 is amended by redesignating sec-
tion 1023 as section 1024 and by inserting 
after section 1022 the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 1023. INDEXING OF CERTAIN ASSETS FOR 

PURPOSES OF DETERMINING GAIN 
OR LOSS. 

‘‘(a) GENERAL RULE.— 

‘‘(1) INDEXED BASIS SUBSTITUTED FOR AD-
JUSTED BASIS.—Solely for purposes of deter-
mining gain or loss on the sale or other dis-
position by a taxpayer (other than a corpora-
tion) of an indexed asset which has been held 
for more than 3 years, the indexed basis of 
the asset shall be substituted for its adjusted 
basis. 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION FOR DEPRECIATION, ETC.— 
The deductions for depreciation, depletion, 
and amortization shall be determined with-
out regard to the application of paragraph (1) 
to the taxpayer or any other person. 

‘‘(3) WRITTEN DOCUMENTATION REQUIRE-
MENT.—Paragraph (1) shall apply only with 
respect to indexed assets for which the tax-
payer has written documentation of the 
original purchase price paid or incurred by 
the taxpayer to acquire such asset. 

‘‘(b) INDEXED ASSET.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec-

tion, the term ‘indexed asset’ means— 
‘‘(A) common stock in a C corporation 

(other than a foreign corporation), or 
‘‘(B) tangible property, 

which is a capital asset or property used in 
the trade or business (as defined in section 
1231(b)). 

‘‘(2) STOCK IN CERTAIN FOREIGN CORPORA-
TIONS INCLUDED.—For purposes of this sec-
tion— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘indexed asset’ 
includes common stock in a foreign corpora-
tion which is regularly traded on an estab-
lished securities market. 

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION.—Subparagraph (A) shall 
not apply to— 

‘‘(i) stock of a foreign investment com-
pany, 

‘‘(ii) stock in a passive foreign investment 
company (as defined in section 1296), 

‘‘(iii) stock in a foreign corporation held by 
a United States person who meets the re-
quirements of section 1248(a)(2), and 

‘‘(iv) stock in a foreign personal holding 
company. 

‘‘(C) TREATMENT OF AMERICAN DEPOSITORY 
RECEIPTS.—An American depository receipt 
for common stock in a foreign corporation 
shall be treated as common stock in such 
corporation. 

‘‘(c) INDEXED BASIS.—For purposes of this 
section— 

‘‘(1) GENERAL RULE.—The indexed basis for 
any asset is— 

‘‘(A) the adjusted basis of the asset, in-
creased by 

‘‘(B) the applicable inflation adjustment. 
‘‘(2) APPLICABLE INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.— 

The applicable inflation adjustment for any 
asset is an amount equal to— 

‘‘(A) the adjusted basis of the asset, multi-
plied by 

‘‘(B) the percentage (if any) by which— 
‘‘(i) the gross domestic product deflator for 

the last calendar quarter ending before the 
asset is disposed of, exceeds 

‘‘(ii) the gross domestic product deflator 
for the last calendar quarter ending before 
the asset was acquired by the taxpayer. 
The percentage under subparagraph (B) shall 
be rounded to the nearest 1⁄10 of 1 percentage 
point. 

‘‘(3) GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT DEFLATOR.— 
The gross domestic product deflator for any 
calendar quarter is the implicit price 
deflator for the gross domestic product for 
such quarter (as shown in the last revision 
thereof released by the Secretary of Com-
merce before the close of the following cal-
endar quarter). 

‘‘(d) SUSPENSION OF HOLDING PERIOD WHERE 
DIMINISHED RISK OF LOSS; TREATMENT OF 
SHORT SALES.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If the taxpayer (or a re-
lated person) enters into any transaction 
which substantially reduces the risk of loss 
from holding any asset, such asset shall not 
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be treated as an indexed asset for the period 
of such reduced risk. 

‘‘(2) SHORT SALES.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a short 

sale of an indexed asset with a short sale pe-
riod in excess of 3 years, for purposes of this 
title, the amount realized shall be an 
amount equal to the amount realized (deter-
mined without regard to this paragraph) in-
creased by the applicable inflation adjust-
ment. In applying subsection (c)(2) for pur-
poses of the preceding sentence, the date on 
which the property is sold short shall be 
treated as the date of acquisition and the 
closing date for the sale shall be treated as 
the date of disposition. 

‘‘(B) SHORT SALE PERIOD.—For purposes of 
subparagraph (A), the short sale period be-
gins on the day that the property is sold and 
ends on the closing date for the sale. 

‘‘(e) TREATMENT OF REGULATED INVESTMENT 
COMPANIES AND REAL ESTATE INVESTMENT 
TRUSTS.— 

‘‘(1) ADJUSTMENTS AT ENTITY LEVEL.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this paragraph, the adjustment 
under subsection (a) shall be allowed to any 
qualified investment entity (including for 
purposes of determining the earnings and 
profits of such entity). 

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION FOR CORPORATE SHARE-
HOLDERS.—Under regulations— 

‘‘(i) in the case of a distribution by a quali-
fied investment entity (directly or indi-
rectly) to a corporation— 

‘‘(I) the determination of whether such dis-
tribution is a dividend shall be made without 
regard to this section, and 

‘‘(II) the amount treated as gain by reason 
of the receipt of any capital gain dividend 
shall be increased by the percentage by 
which the entity’s net capital gain for the 
taxable year (determined without regard to 
this section) exceeds the entity’s net capital 
gain for such year determined with regard to 
this section, and 

‘‘(ii) there shall be other appropriate ad-
justments (including deemed distributions) 
so as to ensure that the benefits of this sec-
tion are not allowed (directly or indirectly) 
to corporate shareholders of qualified invest-
ment entities. 

For purposes of the preceding sentence, any 
amount includible in gross income under sec-
tion 852(b)(3)(D) shall be treated as a capital 
gain dividend and an S corporation shall not 
be treated as a corporation. 

‘‘(C) EXCEPTION FOR QUALIFICATION PUR-
POSES.—This section shall not apply for pur-
poses of sections 851(b) and 856(c). 

‘‘(D) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN TAXES IM-
POSED AT ENTITY LEVEL.— 

‘‘(i) TAX ON FAILURE TO DISTRIBUTE ENTIRE 
GAIN.—If any amount is subject to tax under 
section 852(b)(3)(A) for any taxable year, the 
amount on which tax is imposed under such 
section shall be increased by the percentage 
determined under subparagraph (B)(i)(II). A 
similar rule shall apply in the case of any 
amount subject to tax under paragraph (2) or 
(3) of section 857(b) to the extent attrib-
utable to the excess of the net capital gain 
over the deduction for dividends paid deter-
mined with reference to capital gain divi-
dends only. The first sentence of this clause 
shall not apply to so much of the amount 
subject to tax under section 852(b)(3)(A) as is 
designated by the company under section 
852(b)(3)(D). 

‘‘(ii) OTHER TAXES.—This section shall not 
apply for purposes of determining the 
amount of any tax imposed by paragraph (4), 
(5), or (6) of section 857(b). 

‘‘(2) ADJUSTMENTS TO INTERESTS HELD IN 
ENTITY.— 

‘‘(A) REGULATED INVESTMENT COMPANIES.— 
Stock in a regulated investment company 

(within the meaning of section 851) shall be 
an indexed asset for any calendar quarter in 
the same ratio as— 

‘‘(i) the average of the fair market values 
of the indexed assets held by such company 
at the close of each month during such quar-
ter, bears to 

‘‘(ii) the average of the fair market values 
of all assets held by such company at the 
close of each such month. 

‘‘(B) REAL ESTATE INVESTMENT TRUSTS.— 
Stock in a real estate investment trust 
(within the meaning of section 856) shall be 
an indexed asset for any calendar quarter in 
the same ratio as— 

‘‘(i) the fair market value of the indexed 
assets held by such trust at the close of such 
quarter, bears to 

‘‘(ii) the fair market value of all assets 
held by such trust at the close of such quar-
ter. 

‘‘(C) RATIO OF 80 PERCENT OR MORE.—If the 
ratio for any calendar quarter determined 
under subparagraph (A) or (B) would (but for 
this subparagraph) be 80 percent or more, 
such ratio for such quarter shall be 100 per-
cent. 

‘‘(D) RATIO OF 20 PERCENT OR LESS.—If the 
ratio for any calendar quarter determined 
under subparagraph (A) or (B) would (but for 
this subparagraph) be 20 percent or less, such 
ratio for such quarter shall be zero. 

‘‘(E) LOOK-THRU OF PARTNERSHIPS.—For 
purposes of this paragraph, a qualified in-
vestment entity which holds a partnership 
interest shall be treated (in lieu of holding a 
partnership interest) as holding its propor-
tionate share of the assets held by the part-
nership. 

‘‘(3) TREATMENT OF RETURN OF CAPITAL DIS-
TRIBUTIONS.—Except as otherwise provided 
by the Secretary, a distribution with respect 
to stock in a qualified investment entity 
which is not a dividend and which results in 
a reduction in the adjusted basis of such 
stock shall be treated as allocable to stock 
acquired by the taxpayer in the order in 
which such stock was acquired. 

‘‘(4) QUALIFIED INVESTMENT ENTITY.—For 
purposes of this subsection, the term ‘quali-
fied investment entity’ means— 

‘‘(A) a regulated investment company 
(within the meaning of section 851), and 

‘‘(B) a real estate investment trust (within 
the meaning of section 856). 

‘‘(f) OTHER PASS-THRU ENTITIES.— 
‘‘(1) PARTNERSHIPS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a partner-

ship, the adjustment made under subsection 
(a) at the partnership level shall be passed 
through to the partners. 

‘‘(B) SPECIAL RULE IN THE CASE OF SECTION 
754 ELECTIONS.—In the case of a transfer of an 
interest in a partnership with respect to 
which the election provided in section 754 is 
in effect— 

‘‘(i) the adjustment under section 743(b)(1) 
shall, with respect to the transferor partner, 
be treated as a sale of the partnership assets 
for purposes of applying this section, and 

‘‘(ii) with respect to the transferee partner, 
the partnership’s holding period for purposes 
of this section in such assets shall be treated 
as beginning on the date of such adjustment. 

‘‘(2) S CORPORATIONS.—In the case of an S 
corporation, the adjustment made under sub-
section (a) at the corporate level shall be 
passed through to the shareholders. This sec-
tion shall not apply for purposes of deter-
mining the amount of any tax imposed by 
section 1374 or 1375. 

‘‘(3) COMMON TRUST FUNDS.—In the case of a 
common trust fund, the adjustment made 
under subsection (a) at the trust level shall 
be passed through to the participants. 

‘‘(4) INDEXING ADJUSTMENT DISREGARDED IN 
DETERMINING LOSS ON SALE OF INTEREST IN EN-
TITY.—Notwithstanding the preceding provi-

sions of this subsection, for purposes of de-
termining the amount of any loss on a sale 
or exchange of an interest in a partnership, 
S corporation, or common trust fund, the ad-
justment made under subsection (a) shall not 
be taken into account in determining the ad-
justed basis of such interest. 

‘‘(g) DISPOSITIONS BETWEEN RELATED PER-
SONS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—This section shall not 
apply to any sale or other disposition of 
property between related persons except to 
the extent that the basis of such property in 
the hands of the transferee is a substituted 
basis. 

‘‘(2) RELATED PERSONS DEFINED.—For pur-
poses of this section, the term ‘related per-
sons’ means— 

‘‘(A) persons bearing a relationship set 
forth in section 267(b), and 

‘‘(B) persons treated as single employer 
under subsection (b) or (c) of section 414. 

‘‘(h) TRANSFERS TO INCREASE INDEXING AD-
JUSTMENT.—If any person transfers cash, 
debt, or any other property to another per-
son and the principal purpose of such trans-
fer is to secure or increase an adjustment 
under subsection (a), the Secretary may dis-
allow part or all of such adjustment or in-
crease. 

‘‘(i) SPECIAL RULES.—For purposes of this 
section— 

‘‘(1) TREATMENT OF IMPROVEMENTS, ETC.—If 
there is an addition to the adjusted basis of 
any tangible property or of any stock in a 
corporation during the taxable year by rea-
son of an improvement to such property or a 
contribution to capital of such corporation— 

‘‘(A) such addition shall never be taken 
into account under subsection (c)(1)(A) if the 
aggregate amount thereof during the taxable 
year with respect to such property or stock 
is less than $1,000, and 

‘‘(B) such addition shall be treated as a 
separate asset acquired at the close of such 
taxable year if the aggregate amount thereof 
during the taxable year with respect to such 
property or stock is $1,000 or more. 

A rule similar to the rule of the preceding 
sentence shall apply to any other portion of 
an asset to the extent that separate treat-
ment of such portion is appropriate to carry 
out the purposes of this section. 

‘‘(2) ASSETS WHICH ARE NOT INDEXED ASSETS 
THROUGHOUT HOLDING PERIOD.—The applica-
ble inflation adjustment shall be appro-
priately reduced for periods during which the 
asset was not an indexed asset. 

‘‘(3) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN DISTRIBU-
TIONS.—A distribution with respect to stock 
in a corporation which is not a dividend shall 
be treated as a disposition. 

‘‘(4) SECTION CANNOT INCREASE ORDINARY 
LOSS.—To the extent that (but for this para-
graph) this section would create or increase 
a net ordinary loss to which section 1231(a)(2) 
applies or an ordinary loss to which any 
other provision of this title applies, such 
provision shall not apply. The taxpayer shall 
be treated as having a long-term capital loss 
in an amount equal to the amount of the or-
dinary loss to which the preceding sentence 
applies. 

‘‘(5) ACQUISITION DATE WHERE THERE HAS 
BEEN PRIOR APPLICATION OF SUBSECTION (a)(1) 
WITH RESPECT TO THE TAXPAYER.—If there has 
been a prior application of subsection (a)(1) 
to an asset while such asset was held by the 
taxpayer, the date of acquisition of such 
asset by the taxpayer shall be treated as not 
earlier than the date of the most recent such 
prior application. 

‘‘(j) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
prescribe such regulations as may be nec-
essary or appropriate to carry out the pur-
poses of this section.’’. 
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(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 

sections for part II of subchapter O of chap-
ter 1 is amended by striking the item relat-
ing to section 1023 and by inserting after the 
item relating to section 1022 the following 
new item: 

‘‘Sec. 1022. Indexing of certain assets for 
purposes of determining gain or 
loss. 

‘‘Sec. 1023. Cross references.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to indexed 
assets acquired by the taxpayer after Decem-
ber 31, 2008, in taxable years ending after 
such date. 

SA 152. Mr. KYL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 451, after line 22, add the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. lll. REPEAL OF SUNSETS FOR 2001 AND 

2003 TAX RELIEF PROVISIONS. 

(a) ECONOMIC GROWTH AND TAX RELIEF REC-
ONCILIATION ACT OF 2001.—The Economic 
Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 
2001 is amended by striking title IX. 

(b) JOBS AND GROWTH TAX RELIEF REC-
ONCILIATION ACT OF 2003.—The Jobs and 
Growth Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 2003 
is amended by striking section 303. 

SA 153. Mr. KYL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 477, strike line 18 and insert the 
following: 

(d) 100 PERCENT EXPENSING FOR PROPERTY 
ACQUIRED IN 2009.—Section 168(k) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new para-
graph: 

‘‘(5) EXPENSING OF PROPERTY ACQUIRED IN 
2009.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The cost of any quali-
fied expensing property shall be treated as 
an expense which is not chargeable to a cap-
ital account and shall be allowed as a deduc-
tion in the taxable year in which such prop-
erty is placed in service. 

‘‘(B) QUALIFIED EXPENSING PROPERTY.—For 
purposes of this paragraph, the term ‘quali-
fied expensing property’ means qualified 
property, as defined in paragraph (2), deter-
mined by substituting ‘December 31, 2008’ for 
‘December 31, 2007’ each place it appears 
therein.’’. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 

SA 154. Mr. KYL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 

amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 450, after line 18, strike the 
quotation marks and the last period and in-
sert the following: 

‘‘(8) APPLICATION TO ELEMENTARY AND SEC-
ONDARY EXPENSES.—In applying this section 
with respect to the Hope Scholarship Cred-
it— 

‘‘(A) term ‘qualified tuition and related ex-
penses’ shall include expenses for tuition in-
curred in connection with the enrollment or 
attendance of the taxpayer, the taxpayer’s 
spouse, or any dependent of the taxpayer 
with respect to whom the taxpayer is al-
lowed a deduction under section 151, as an el-
ementary or secondary school student at a 
public, private or religious school (within 
the meaning of section 530(b)(3)), and 

‘‘(B) in the case of an individual who is en-
rolled in a public, private, or religious school 
(within the meaning of section 530(b)(3)), sub-
section (b)(1) shall be applied without regard 
to whether such individual is an eligible stu-
dent and subsection (b)(2)(B) shall not 
apply.’’. 

SA 155. Ms. KLOBUCHAR (for herself 
and Mr. UDALL of Colorado) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
to amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 456, after line 24, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. 1104. RENEWABLE ELECTRICITY INTEGRA-

TION CREDIT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart D of part IV of 

subchapter A of chapter 1 is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 45R. RENEWABLE ELECTRICITY INTEGRA-

TION CREDIT. 
‘‘(a) GENERAL RULE.—For purposes of sec-

tion 38, the renewable electricity integration 
credit for any taxable year is an amount 
equal to the product of— 

‘‘(1) the intermittent renewable portfolio 
factor of an eligible taxpayer, multiplied by 

‘‘(2) the number of kilowatt hours of re-
newable electricity purchased or produced by 
such taxpayer and sold by such taxpayer to 
an unrelated person during the taxable year. 

‘‘(b) INTERMITTENT RENEWABLE PORTFOLIO 
FACTOR.—The intermittent renewable port-
folio factor for an eligible taxpayer shall be 
determined as follows: 

‘‘In the case of an eli-
gible taxpayer 
whose intermittent 
renewable elec-
tricity percentage 
is: 

The intermittent 
renewable portfolio 

factor is: 

less than 4 percent .................... 0 cents 
at least 4 percent but less than 

12 percent ............................... 0.10 cents 

‘‘In the case of an eli-
gible taxpayer 
whose intermittent 
renewable elec-
tricity percentage 
is: 

The intermittent 
renewable portfolio 

factor is: 

at least 12 percent but less than 
19 percent ............................... 0.30 cents 

at least 19 percent ..................... 0.50 cents 

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion— 

‘‘(1) ELIGIBLE TAXPAYER.—The term ‘eligi-
ble taxpayer’ means an electric utility com-
pany (as defined in section 1262(5) of the Pub-
lic Utility Holding Company Act of 2005). 

‘‘(2) RENEWABLE ELECTRICITY.—The term 
‘renewable electricity’ means electricity 
generated by— 

‘‘(A) a facility using wind to produce such 
electricity, and 

‘‘(B) a facility using solar energy to gen-
erate such electricity. 

‘‘(3) INTERMITTENT RENEWABLE ELECTRICITY 
PERCENTAGE.—The term ‘intermittent renew-
able electricity percentage’ means the per-
centage of an electric utility’s total sales to 
native load customers that is derived from 
renewable electricity, whether purchased or 
produced by the taxpayer.’’. 

(b) CREDIT MADE PART OF GENERAL BUSI-
NESS CREDIT.—Subsection (b) of section 38 is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘plus’’ at the end of para-
graph (34), 

(2) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (35) and inserting ‘‘, plus’’, and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(36) the renewable electricity integration 
credit determined under section 45R(a).’’. 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for subpart D of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1 is amended by adding 
at the end the following new item: 

Sec. 45R. Renewable electricity integration 
credit. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to elec-
tricity produced or purchased after Decem-
ber 31, 2008. 

SA 156. Ms. KLOBUCHAR submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
to amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 123, line 9, insert ‘‘(and an addi-
tional amount of $25,000,000)’’ before ‘‘, 
which’’. 

On page 124, line 24, strike ‘‘and’’. 

On page 125, strike line 7 and insert the fol-
lowing: 

sequential service strategy; and 
(7) $25,000,000 for programs of veterans’ 

workforce investment activities under sec-
tion 168 of WIA: 

SA 157. Ms. KLOBUCHAR submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
to amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
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the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 123, strike lines 15 and 16 and in-
sert the following: 
134(e)(2) and (3) of the WIA, and for the pro-
grams of veterans’ workforce investment ac-
tivities carried out under section 168 of the 
WIA: Provided, That not less than $25,000,000 
of the funds made available under this para-
graph shall be used for such programs under 
section 168 of the WIA: Provided further, That 
a priority use of the remaining funds made 
available under this paragraph shall be serv-
ices to individ- 

SA 158. Mr. MARTINEZ (for himself 
and Mrs. FEINSTEIN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 431, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 1607. TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF LOAN 

LIMIT INCREASE. 
(a) FANNIE MAE AND FREDDIE MAC.—Sec-

tion 201(a) of the Economic Stimulus Act of 
2008 (Public Law 110-185, 122 Stat. 619) is 
amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 2008’’ and 
inserting ‘‘December 31, 2010’’. 

(b) FHA LOANS.—Section 202(a) of the Eco-
nomic Stimulus Act of 2008 (Public Law 110- 
185, 122 Stat. 620) is amended by striking 
‘‘December 31, 2008’’ and inserting ‘‘Decem-
ber 31, 2010’’. 

SA 159. Mr. MARTINEZ submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of division B, add the following: 

TITLE VI—FORECLOSURE MITIGATION 
SEC. 6001. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Keep Fami-
lies in Their Homes Act of 2009’’. 
SEC. 6002. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this title— 
(1) the term ‘‘securitized mortgages’’ 

means residential mortgages that have been 
pooled by a securitization vehicle; 

(2) the term ‘‘securitization vehicle’’ 
means a trust, corporation, partnership, lim-
ited liability entity, special purpose entity, 
or other structure that— 

(A) is the issuer, or is created by the 
issuer, of mortgage pass-through certifi-
cates, participation certificates, mortgage- 

backed securities, or other similar securities 
backed by a pool of assets that includes resi-
dential mortgage loans; 

(B) holds all of the mortgage loans which 
are the basis for any vehicle described in 
subparagraph (A); and 

(C) has not issued securities that are guar-
anteed by the Federal National Mortgage As-
sociation, the Federal Home Loan Mortgage 
Corporation, or the Government National 
Mortgage Association; 

(3) the term ‘‘servicer’’ means a servicer of 
securitized mortgages; 

(4) the term ‘‘eligible servicer’’ means a 
servicer of pooled and securitized residential 
mortgages, all of which are eligible mort-
gages; 

(5) the term ‘‘eligible mortgage’’ means a 
residential mortgage, the principal amount 
of which did not exceed the conforming loan 
size limit that was in existence at the time 
of origination for a comparable dwelling, as 
established by the Federal National Mort-
gage Association; 

(6) the term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Sec-
retary of the Treasury; 

(7) the term ‘‘effective term of the Act’’ 
means the period beginning on the effective 
date of this title and ending on December 31, 
2011; 

(8) the term ‘‘incentive fee’’ means the 
monthly payment to eligible servicers, as de-
termined under section 6003; 

(9) the term ‘‘Office’’ means the Office of 
Aggrieved Investor Claims established under 
section 6004(a); and 

(10) the term ‘‘prepayment fee’’ means the 
payment to eligible servicers, as determined 
under section 6003(b). 
SEC. 6003. PAYMENTS TO ELIGIBLE SERVICERS 

AUTHORIZED. 

(a) AUTHORITY.—The Secretary is author-
ized during the effective term of the Act, to 
make payments to eligible servicers in an 
amount not to exceed an aggregate of 
$10,000,000,000, subject to the terms and con-
ditions established under this title. 

(b) FEES PAID TO ELIGIBLE SERVICERS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—During the effective term 

of the Act, eligible servicers may collect 
monthly fee payments, consistent with the 
limitation in paragraph (2). 

(2) CONDITIONS.—For every mortgage that 
was— 

(A) not prepaid during a month, an eligible 
servicer may collect an incentive fee equal 
to 10 percent of mortgage payments received 
during that month, not to exceed $60 per 
loan; and 

(B) prepaid during a month, an eligible 
servicer may collect a one-time prepayment 
fee equal to 12 times the amount of the in-
centive fee for the preceding month. 

(c) SAFE HARBOR.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, and notwithstanding 
any investment contract between a servicer 
and a securitization vehicle, a servicer— 

(1) owes any duty to maximize the net 
present value of the pooled mortgages in the 
securitization vehicle to all investors and 
parties having a direct or indirect interest in 
such vehicle, and not to any individual party 
or group of parties; and 

(2) shall be deemed to act in the best inter-
ests of all such investors and parties if the 
servicer agrees to or implements a modifica-
tion, workout, or other loss mitigation plan 
for a residential mortgage or a class of resi-
dential mortgages that constitutes a part or 
all of the pooled mortgages in such 
securitization vehicle, if— 

(A) default on the payment of such mort-
gage has occurred or is reasonably foresee-
able; 

(B) the property securing such mortgage is 
occupied by the mortgagor of such mortgage; 
and 

(C) the servicer reasonably and in good 
faith believes that the anticipated recovery 
on the principal outstanding obligation of 
the mortgage under the modification or 
workout plan exceeds, on a net present value 
basis, the anticipated recovery on the prin-
cipal outstanding obligation of the mortgage 
through foreclosure; 

(3) shall not be obligated to repurchase 
loans from, or otherwise make payments to, 
the securitization vehicle on account of a 
modification, workout, or other loss mitiga-
tion plan that satisfies the conditions of 
paragraph (2); and 

(4) if it acts in a manner consistent with 
the duties set forth in paragraphs (1) and (2), 
shall not be liable for entering into a modi-
fication or workout plan to any person— 

(A) based on ownership by that person of a 
residential mortgage loan or any interest in 
a pool of residential mortgage loans, or in se-
curities that distribute payments out of the 
principal, interest, and other payments in 
loans in the pool; 

(B) who is obligated to make payments de-
termined in reference to any loan or any in-
terest referred to in subparagraph (A); or 

(C) that insures any loan or any interest 
referred to in subparagraph (A) under any 
provision of law or regulation of the United 
States or any State or political subdivision 
thereof. 

(d) LEGAL COSTS.—If an unsuccessful suit is 
brought by a person described in subsection 
(d)(4), that person shall bear the actual legal 
costs of the servicer, including reasonable 
attorney fees and expert witness fees, in-
curred in good faith. 

(e) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Each servicer shall report 

regularly, not less frequently than monthly, 
to the Secretary on the extent and scope of 
the loss mitigation activities of the mort-
gage owner. 

(2) CONTENT.—Each report required by this 
subsection shall include— 

(A) the number of residential mortgage 
loans receiving loss mitigation that have be-
come performing loans; 

(B) the number of residential mortgage 
loans receiving loss mitigation that have 
proceeded to foreclosure; 

(C) the total number of foreclosures initi-
ated during the reporting period; 

(D) data on loss mitigation activities, 
disaggregated to reflect whether the loss 
mitigation was in the form of— 

(i) a waiver of any late payment charge, 
penalty interest, or any other fees or 
charges, or any combination thereof; 

(ii) the establishment of a repayment plan 
under which the homeowner resumes regu-
larly scheduled payments and pays addi-
tional amounts at scheduled intervals to 
cure the delinquency; 

(iii) forbearance under the loan that pro-
vides for a temporary reduction in or ces-
sation of monthly payments, followed by a 
reamortization of the amounts due under the 
loan, including arrearage, and a new sched-
ule of repayment amounts; 

(iv) waiver, modification, or variation of 
any material term of the loan, including 
short-term, long-term, or life-of-loan modi-
fications that change the interest rate, for-
give the payment of principal or interest, or 
extend the final maturity date of the loan; 

(v) short refinancing of the loan consisting 
of acceptance of payment from or on behalf 
of the homeowner of an amount less than the 
amount alleged to be due and owing under 
the loan, including principal, interest, and 
fees, in full satisfaction of the obligation 
under such loan and as part of a refinance 
transaction in which the property is in-
tended to remain the principal residence of 
the homeowner; 
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(vi) acquisition of the property by the 

owner or servicer by deed in lieu of fore-
closure; 

(vii) short sale of the principal residence 
that is subject to the lien securing the loan; 

(viii) assumption of the obligation of the 
homeowner under the loan by a third party; 

(ix) cancellation or postponement of a fore-
closure sale to allow the homeowner addi-
tional time to sell the property; or 

(x) any other loss mitigation activity not 
covered; and 

(E) such other information as the Sec-
retary determines to be relevant. 

(3) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY OF REPORTS.—After 
removing information that would com-
promise the privacy interests of mortgagors, 
the Secretary shall make public the reports 
required by this subsection. 
SEC. 6004. COMPENSATION FOR AGGRIEVED IN-

VESTORS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.— 
(1) COMPENSATION.—Each injured person 

shall be entitled to receive from the United 
States— 

(A) compensation for injury suffered by the 
injured person as a result of loan modifica-
tions made pursuant to this title; and 

(B) damages described in subsection (d)(4), 
as determined by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury. 

(2) OFFICE OF AGGRIEVED INVESTOR 
CLAIMS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—There is established with-
in the Department of the Treasury an Office 
of Aggrieved Investor Claims. 

(B) PURPOSE.—The Office shall receive, 
process, and pay claims in accordance with 
this section. 

(C) FUNDING.—The Office— 
(i) shall be funded from funds made avail-

able to the Secretary under this section; 
(ii) may reimburse other Federal agencies 

for claims processing support and assistance; 
(iii) may appoint and fix the compensation 

of such temporary personnel as may be nec-
essary, without regard to the provisions of 
title 5, United States Code, governing ap-
pointments in competitive service; and 

(iv) upon the request of the Secretary, the 
head of any Federal department or agency 
may detail, on a reimbursable basis, any of 
the personnel of that department or agency 
to the Department of Treasury to assist it in 
carrying out its duties under this section. 

(3) OPTION TO APPOINT INDEPENDENT CLAIMS 
MANAGER.—The Secretary may appoint an 
Independent Claims Manager— 

(A) to head the Office; and 
(B) to assume the duties of the Secretary 

under this section. 
(b) SUBMISSION OF CLAIMS.—Not later than 

2 years after the date on which regulations 
are first promulgated under subsection (f), 
an injured person may submit to the Sec-
retary a written claim for one or more inju-
ries suffered by the injured person in accord-
ance with such requirements as the Sec-
retary determines to be appropriate. 

(c) INVESTIGATION OF CLAIMS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall, on 

behalf of the United States, investigate, con-
sider, ascertain, adjust, determine, grant, 
deny, or settle any claim for money damages 
asserted under subsection (b). 

(2) EXTENT OF DAMAGES.—Any payment 
under this section— 

(A) shall be limited to actual compen-
satory damages measured by injuries suf-
fered; and 

(B) shall not include— 
(i) interest before settlement or payment 

of a claim; or 
(ii) punitive damages. 
(d) PAYMENT OF CLAIMS.— 
(1) DETERMINATION AND PAYMENT OF 

AMOUNT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date on which a claim is submitted 
under this section, the Secretary shall deter-
mine and fix the amount, if any, to be paid 
for the claim. 

(B) PARAMETERS OF DETERMINATION.—In de-
termining and settling a claim under this 
section, the Secretary shall determine only— 

(i) whether the claimant is an injured per-
son; 

(ii) whether the injury that is the subject 
of the claim resulted from a loan modifica-
tion made pursuant to this title; 

(iii) the amount, if any, to be allowed and 
paid under this section; and 

(iv) the person or persons entitled to re-
ceive the amount. 

(2) PARTIAL PAYMENT.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—At the request of a claim-

ant, the Secretary may make one or more 
advance or partial payments before the final 
settlement of a claim, including final settle-
ment on any portion or aspect of a claim 
that is determined to be severable. 

(B) JUDICIAL DECISION.—If a claimant re-
ceives a partial payment on a claim under 
this section, but further payment on the 
claim is subsequently denied by the Sec-
retary, the claimant may— 

(i) seek judicial review under subsection 
(i); and 

(ii) keep any partial payment that the 
claimant received, unless the Secretary de-
termines that the claimant— 

(I) was not eligible to receive the com-
pensation; or 

(II) fraudulently procured the compensa-
tion. 

(3) ALLOWABLE DAMAGES FOR FINANCIAL 
LOSS.—A claim that is paid for injury under 
this section may include damages resulting 
from a loan modification pursuant to this 
title for the following types of otherwise un-
compensated financial loss: 

(A) Lost personal income. 
(B) Any other loss that the Secretary de-

termines to be appropriate for inclusion as 
financial loss. 

(e) ACCEPTANCE OF AWARD.—The accept-
ance by a claimant of any payment under 
this section, except an advance or partial 
payment made under subsection (d)(2), 
shall— 

(1) be final and conclusive on the claimant 
with respect to all claims arising out of or 
relating to the same subject matter; 

(2) constitute a complete release of all 
claims against the United States (including 
any agency or employee of the United 
States) under chapter 171 of title 28, United 
States Code (commonly known as the ‘‘Fed-
eral Tort Claims Act’’), or any other Federal 
or State law, arising out of or relating to the 
same subject matter; 

(3) constitute a complete release of all 
claims against the eligible servicer of the 
securitization in which the injured person 
was an investor under any Federal or State 
law, arising out of or relating to the same 
subject matter; and 

(4) shall include a certification by the 
claimant, made under penalty of perjury and 
subject to the provisions of section 1001 of 
title 18, United States Code, that such claim 
is true and correct. 

(f) REGULATIONS.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, not later than 45 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall promulgate and publish in 
the Federal Register interim final regula-
tions for the processing and payment of 
claims under this section. 

(g) CONSULTATION.—In administering this 
section, the Secretary shall consult with 
other Federal agencies, as determined to be 
necessary by the Secretary, to ensure the ef-
ficient administration of the claims process. 

(h) ELECTION OF REMEDY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—An injured person may 
elect to seek compensation from the United 
States for one or more injuries resulting 
from a loan modification made pursuant to 
this title by— 

(A) submitting a claim under this section; 
(B) filing a claim or bringing a civil action 

under chapter 171 of title 28, United States 
Code; or 

(C) bringing an authorized civil action 
under any other provision of law. 

(2) EFFECT OF ELECTION.—An election by an 
injured person to seek compensation in any 
manner described in paragraph (1) shall be 
final and conclusive on the claimant with re-
spect to all injuries resulting from a loan 
modification made pursuant to this title 
that are suffered by the claimant. 

(3) ARBITRATION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 45 days 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary shall establish by regulation 
procedures under which a dispute regarding a 
claim submitted under this section may be 
settled by arbitration. 

(B) ARBITRATION AS REMEDY.—On establish-
ment of arbitration procedures under sub-
paragraph (A), an injured person that sub-
mits a disputed claim under this section may 
elect to settle the claim through arbitration. 

(C) BINDING EFFECT.—An election by an in-
jured person to settle a claim through arbi-
tration under this paragraph shall— 

(i) be binding; and 
(ii) preclude any exercise by the injured 

person of the right to judicial review of a 
claim described in subsection (i). 

(i) JUDICIAL REVIEW.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Any claimant aggrieved 

by a final decision of the Secretary under 
this section may, not later than 60 days after 
the date on which the decision is issued, 
bring a civil action in the United States Dis-
trict Court for the District of Columbia, to 
modify or set aside the decision, in whole or 
in part. 

(2) RECORD.—The court shall hear a civil 
action under paragraph (1) on the record 
made before the Secretary. 

(3) STANDARD.—The decision of the Sec-
retary incorporating the findings of the Sec-
retary shall be upheld if the decision is sup-
ported by substantial evidence on the record 
considered as a whole. 

(j) ATTORNEY’S AND AGENT’S FEES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—No attorney or agent, act-

ing alone or in combination with any other 
attorney or agent, shall charge, demand, re-
ceive, or collect, for services rendered in con-
nection with a claim submitted under this 
section, fees in excess of 10 percent of the 
amount of any payment on the claim. 

(2) VIOLATION.—An attorney or agent who 
violates paragraph (1) shall be fined not more 
than $10,000. 

(k) APPLICABILITY OF DEBT COLLECTION RE-
QUIREMENTS.—Section 3716 of title 31, United 
States Code, shall not apply to any payment 
under this section. 

(l) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of promulgation of regulations under 
subsection (f), and annually thereafter, the 
Secretary shall submit to Congress a report 
that describes the claims submitted under 
this section during the year preceding the 
date of submission of the report, including, 
for each claim— 

(1) the amount claimed; 
(2) a brief description of the nature of the 

claim; and 
(3) the status or disposition of the claim, 

including the amount of any payment under 
this section. 

(m) GAO AUDIT.—The Comptroller General 
of the United States shall conduct an annual 
audit on the payment of all claims made 
under this section and shall report to the 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 04:10 Feb 04, 2009 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00087 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A03FE6.072 S03FEPT1w
w

oo
ds

2 
on

 P
R

O
D

P
C

68
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES1458 February 3, 2009 
Congress on the results of this audit begin-
ning not later than the expiration of the 1- 
year period beginning on the date of the en-
actment of this Act. 

(n) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated for 
the payment of claims in accordance with 
this section up to $1,700,000,000, to remain 
available until expended. 
SEC. 6005. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary, such sums as may be nec-
essary to carry out this title. 
SEC. 6006. SUNSET OF AUTHORITY. 

The authority of the Secretary to provide 
assistance under this title shall terminate on 
December 31, 2011. 

SA 160. Mr. BOND submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 1, making supple-
mental appropriations for job preserva-
tion and creation, infrastructure in-
vestment, energy efficiency and 
science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, 
for fiscal year ending September 30, 
2009, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

For an appropriations report: 
On page 251, strike beginning from ‘‘Pro-

vided’’ on line 19 through ‘‘funding:’’ on line 
22. 

Insert on page 252, after line 21 the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘CHILDHOOD DEVELOPMENT CENTERS’’ 
‘‘For an amount for ‘‘Childhood Develop-

ment Centers’’, $400,000,000, to remain avail-
able until September 30, 2001: Provided, Fur-
ther, That these funds shall be made avail-
able competitively from the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development for the con-
struction or rehabilitation of early childhood 
development centers serving households that 
qualify as low-income: Provided further, 
That all funds shall be obligated with 120 
days and expended no later than 12 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act: Pro-
vided further, That the Secretary shall allo-
cate funds on a geographic basis with an ap-
propriate balance based on the needs of rural 
and urban areas: Provided further, That 
there is no required federal match: Provided 
further, That failure to expend funds as pro-
vided under heading shall result in the redis-
tribution of such funds by the Secretary.’’. 

SA 161. Mr. BOND (for himself, Mr. 
DODD, Mr. KOHL, Mrs. MURRAY, and Mr. 
REED) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the 
bill H.R. 1, making supplemental ap-
propriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

GAP FUNDING FOR LOW INCOME TAX CREDIT 
PROJECT 

On page 253, line 1, strike ‘‘$2,250,000,000’’ 
and insert in lieu thereof ‘‘$250,000,000’’, and 
insert the following account after line 13 on 
page 257: 

‘‘For an additional amount for capital in-
vestments in low income housing tax credit 
projects, $2,000,000,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2011: Provided, That the 
funds shall be allocated to States under the 
HOME program under this Heading shall be 
made available to State housing finance 

agencies in an amount totaling $2,000,000,000, 
subject to any changes made to a State allo-
cation for the benefit of a State by the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development 
for areas that have suffered from dispropor-
tionate job loss and foreclosure: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary, in consultation 
with the States, shall determine the amount 
of funds each State shall have available 
under HOME: Provided further, That the 
State housing finance agencies (including for 
purposes throughout this heading any entity 
that is responsible for distributing low in-
come housing tax credits) or as appropriate 
as an entity as a gap financer, shall dis-
tribute these funds competitively under this 
heading to housing developers for projects 
eligible for funding (such terms including 
those who may have received funding) under 
the low income housing tax credit program 
as provided under section 42 of the I.R.C. of 
1986, with a review of both the decision-
making and process for the award by the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment: Provided further, That funds under this 
heading must be awarded by State housing 
finance agencies within 120 days of enact-
ment of the Act and obligated by the devel-
oper of the low income housing tax credit 
project within one year of the date of enact-
ment of this Act, shall expend 75 percent of 
the funds within two years of the date on 
which the funds become available, and shall 
expend 100 percent of the funds within 3 
years of such date: Provided further, That 
failure by a developer to expend funds within 
the parameters required within the previous 
proviso shall result in a redistribution of 
these funds by a State housing finance agen-
cy or by the Secretary if there is a more de-
serving project in another jurisdiction: Pro-
vided further, That projects awarded tax cred-
its within 3 years prior to the date of enact-
ment of this Act shall be eligible for funding 
under this heading: Provided further, That, as 
part of the review, the Secretary shall en-
sure equitable distribution of funds and an 
appropriate balance in addressing the needs 
of urban and rural communities with a spe-
cial priority on areas that have suffered from 
excessive job loss and foreclosures: Provided 
further, That State housing finance agencies 
shall give priority to projects that require an 
additional share of Federal funds in order to 
complete an overall funding package, and to 
projects that are expected to be completed 
within 3 years of enactment: Provided further, 
That any assistance provided to an eligible 
low income housing tax credit project under 
this heading shall be made in the same man-
ner and be subject to the same limitations 
(including rent, income, and use restrictions) 
as an allocation of the housing credit 
amount allocated by the State housing fi-
nance agency under section 42 of the I.R.C. of 
1986, except that such assistance shall not be 
limited by, or otherwise affect (except as 
provided in subsection (h)(3)(J) of such sec-
tion), the State housing finance agency ap-
plicable to such agency: Provided further, 
That the State housing finance agency shall 
perform asset management functions to en-
sure compliance with section 42 of the I.R.C. 
of 1986, and the long term viability of build-
ings funded by assistance under this heading: 
Provided further, That the term basis (as such 
term is defined in such section 42) of a quali-
fied low-income housing tax credit building 
receiving assistance under this heading shall 
not be reduced by the amount of any grant 
described under this heading: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary shall collect all in-
formation related to the award of Federal 
funds from state housing finance agencies 
and establish an internet site that shall 
identify all projects selected for an award, 
including the amount of the award as well as 
the process and all information that was 
used to make the award decision.’’. 

SA 162. Mr. BOND submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 1, making supple-
mental appropriations for job preserva-
tion and creation, infrastructure in-
vestment, energy efficiency and 
science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, 
for fiscal year ending September 30, 
2009, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 241, strike ‘‘HIGH-SPEED’’ on line 
7 and all that follows through ‘‘paragraph’’ 
on line 19. 

SA 163. Mr. INHOFE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 1, making supple-
mental appropriations for job preserva-
tion and creation, infrastructure in-
vestment, energy efficiency and 
science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, 
for fiscal year ending September 30, 
2009, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 57, between lines 5 and 6, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 203. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available to any department 
or agency of the United States Government 
by this Act or any other Act may be obli-
gated or expended for a purpose as follows 

(1) To transfer any detainee of the United 
States housed at Naval Station, Guanta-
namo Bay, Cuba, to any facility in the 
United States or its territories. 

(2) To construct, improve, modify, or oth-
erwise enhance any facility in the United 
States or its territories for the purpose of 
housing any detainee described in paragraph 
(1). 

(3) To house or otherwise incarcerate any 
detainee described in paragraph (1) in the 
United States or its territories. 

SA 164. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 114, between lines 4 and 5, insert 
the following: 

EXTENSION OF PILOT PROGRAMS FOR 
EMPLOYMENT ELIGIBILITY CONFIRMATION 

SEC. 603. Section 401(b) of the Illegal Immi-
gration Reform and Immigrant Responsi-
bility Act of 1996 (division C of Public Law 
104–208; 8 U.S.C. 1324a note) is amended by 
striking ‘‘11-year period’’ and inserting ‘‘16- 
year period’’. 

SA 165. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
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other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 114, between lines 4 and 5, insert 
the following: 

RESTRICTION ON USE OF FUNDS 
SEC. 603. None of the funds made available 

in this Act may be used to enter into a con-
tract with a person that does not participate 
in the pilot program described in section 404 
of the Illegal Immigration Reform and Immi-
grant Responsibility Act of 1996 (division C 
of Public Law 104–208; 8 U.S.C. 1324a note). 

SA 166. Mr. SESSIONS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 114, between lines 4 and 5, insert 
the following: 

EXTENSION OF PILOT PROGRAMS FOR 
EMPLOYMENT ELIGIBILITY CONFIRMATION 

SEC. 603. Section 401(b) of the Illegal Immi-
gration Reform and Immigrant Responsi-
bility Act of 1996 (division C of Public Law 
104–208; 8 U.S.C. 1324a note) is amended by 
striking ‘‘11-year period’’ and inserting ‘‘16- 
year period’’. 
PROTECTION OF SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRA-

TION PROGRAMS RELATED TO PILOT PRO-
GRAMS FOR EMPLOYMENT ELIGIBILITY CON-
FIRMATION 
SEC. 604. (a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS 

DEFINED.—The term ‘‘appropriate commit-
tees of Congress’’ means— 

(A) the Committee on Appropriations, the 
Committee on Finance, and the Committee 
on the Judiciary of the Senate; and 

(B) the Committee on Appropriations, the 
Committee on the Judiciary, and the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means of the House of 
Representatives. 

(2) COMMISSIONER.—The term ‘‘Commis-
sioner’’ means the Commissioner of Social 
Security. 

(3) PILOT PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘pilot pro-
gram’’ means the pilot program carried out 
under section 404 of the Illegal Immigration 
Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 
1996 (division C of Public Law 104–208; 8 
U.S.C. 1324a note). 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Homeland Security. 

(b) FUNDING UNDER AGREEMENT.—For each 
fiscal year after fiscal year 2008, the Com-
missioner and the Secretary shall enter into 
an agreement that— 

(1) provides funds to the Commissioner for 
the full costs of carrying out the responsibil-
ities of the Commissioner under the pilot 
program, including the costs of— 

(A) acquiring, installing, and maintaining 
technological equipment and systems to 
carry out such responsibilities, but only the 
portion of such costs that are attributable 
exclusively to such responsibilities; and 

(B) responding to individuals who contest 
tentative nonconfirmations provided by the 
confirmation system established pursuant to 
the pilot program; 

(2) provides such funds to the Commis-
sioner quarterly, in advance of the applica-
ble quarter, based on estimating method-
ology agreed to by the Commissioner and the 
Secretary; and 

(3) requires an annual accounting and rec-
onciliation of the actual costs incurred by 
the Commissioner to carry out such respon-
sibilities and the funds provided under the 
agreement that shall be reviewed by the Of-
fice of the Inspector General in the Social 
Security Administration and in the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security. 

(c) CONTINUATION OF EMPLOYMENT 
VERIFICATION IN ABSENCE OF TIMELY AGREE-
MENT.— 

(1) CONTINUATION OF PREVIOUS AGREE-
MENT.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), if the agreement required under sub-
section (b) for a fiscal year is not reached as 
of the first day of such fiscal year, the most 
recent previous agreement between the Com-
missioner and the Secretary to provide funds 
to the Commissioner for carrying out the re-
sponsibilities of the Commissioner under the 
pilot program shall be deemed to remain in 
effect until the date that the agreement re-
quired under subsection (b) for such fiscal 
year becomes effective. 

(B) ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT.—If the most re-
cent previous agreement is deemed to re-
main in effect for a fiscal year under sub-
paragraph (A), the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget is authorized to 
modify the amount provided under such 
agreement for such fiscal year to account 
for— 

(i) inflation; or 
(ii) any increase or decrease in the number 

of individuals who require services from the 
Commissioner under the pilot program. 

(2) NOTIFICATION OF CONGRESS.—If the most 
recent previous agreement is deemed to re-
main in effect under paragraph (1)(A) for a 
fiscal year, the Commissioner and the Sec-
retary shall— 

(A) not later than the first day of such fis-
cal year, submit to the appropriate commit-
tees of Congress a notification of the failure 
to reach the agreement required under sub-
section (b) for such fiscal year; and 

(B) once during each 90-day period until 
the date that the agreement required under 
subsection (b) has been reached for such fis-
cal year, submit to the appropriate commit-
tees of Congress a notification of the status 
of negotiations between the Commissioner 
and the Secretary to reach such an agree-
ment. 
STUDY AND REPORT OF ERRONEOUS RESPONSES 

SENT UNDER THE PILOT PROGRAM FOR EM-
PLOYMENT ELIGIBILITY CONFIRMATION 
SEC. 605. (a) STUDY.—As soon as practicable 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall conduct a study of the erroneous ten-
tative nonconfirmations sent to individuals 
seeking confirmation of employment eligi-
bility under the pilot program established 
under section 404 of the Illegal Immigration 
Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 
1996 (division C of Public Law 104–208; 8 
U.S.C. 1324a note). 

(b) MATTERS TO BE STUDIED.—The study 
required by subsection (a) shall include an 
analysis of— 

(1) the causes of erroneous tentative non-
confirmations sent to individuals under the 
pilot program referred to in subsection (a); 

(2) the processes by which such erroneous 
tentative nonconfirmations are remedied; 
and 

(3) the effect of such erroneous tentative 
nonconfirmations on individuals, employers, 
and agencies and departments of the United 
States. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Comptroller General of the United States 
shall submit to the Committee on Finance 
and the Committee on the Judiciary of the 

Senate and the Committee on the Judiciary 
and the Committee on Ways and Means of 
the House of Representatives a report on the 
results of the study required by this section. 
STUDY AND REPORT OF THE EFFECTS OF THE 

PILOT PROGRAM FOR EMPLOYMENT ELIGI-
BILITY CONFIRMATION ON SMALL ENTITIES 
SEC. 606. (a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CON-

GRESS.—The term ‘‘appropriate committees 
of Congress’’ means— 

(A) the Committee on the Judiciary of the 
Senate; and 

(B) the Committee on the Judiciary of the 
House of Representatives. 

(2) COMPTROLLER GENERAL.—The term 
‘‘Comptroller General’’ means the Comp-
troller General of the United States. 

(3) PILOT PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘pilot pro-
gram’’ means the pilot program described in 
section 404 of the Illegal Immigration Re-
form and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 
1996 (division C of Public Law 104–208; 8 
U.S.C. 1324a note). 

(4) SMALL ENTITY.—The term ‘‘small enti-
ty’’ has the meaning given that term in sec-
tion 601 of title 5, United States Code. 

(b) STUDY.—As soon as practicable after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Comptroller General shall conduct a study of 
the effects of the pilot on small entities. 

(c) MATTERS TO BE STUDIED.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The study required by 

subsection (b) shall include an analysis of— 
(A) the costs of complying with the pilot 

program incurred by small entities; 
(B)(i) the description and estimated num-

ber of small entities enrolled in and partici-
pating in the pilot program; or 

(ii) why no such estimated number is avail-
able; 

(C) the projected reporting, recordkeeping, 
and other compliance requirements of the 
pilot program that apply to small entities; 

(D) the factors that impact enrollment and 
participation of small entities in the pilot 
program, including access to appropriate 
technology, geography, and entity size and 
class; and 

(E) the actions, if any, carried out by the 
Secretary of Homeland Security to minimize 
the economic impact of participation in the 
pilot program on small entities. 

(2) DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS.—The 
study required by subsection (b) shall ana-
lyze, and treat separately, with respect to 
small entities— 

(A) any direct effects of compliance with 
the pilot program, including effects on wages 
and time used and fees spent on such compli-
ance; and 

(B) any indirect effects of such compliance, 
including effects on cash flow, sales, and 
competitiveness of such compliance. 

(3) DISAGGREGATION BY ENTITY SIZE.—The 
study required by subsection (b) shall ana-
lyze separately data with respect to— 

(A) small entities with fewer than 50 em-
ployees; and 

(B) small entities that operate in States 
that require small entities to participate in 
the pilot program. 

(d) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Comptroller General shall submit to the ap-
propriate committees of Congress a report on 
the study required by subsection (b). 

SA 167. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 1, making supple-
mental appropriations for job preserva-
tion and creation, infrastructure in-
vestment, energy efficiency and 
science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, 
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for fiscal year ending September 30, 
2009, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. DAVIS-BACON ACT NOT APPLICABLE. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the provisions of subchapter IV of chap-
ter 31 of title 40, United States Code (com-
monly referred to as the Davis-Bacon Act) 
shall not apply to any construction projects 
carried out using amounts made available 
under this Act or the amendments made by 
this Act). 

SA 168. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 1, making supple-
mental appropriations for job preserva-
tion and creation, infrastructure in-
vestment, energy efficiency and 
science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, 
for fiscal year ending September 30, 
2009, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following: 
SECTION 1. REDUCTION IN CORPORATE MAR-

GINAL INCOME TAX RATES. 
(a) GENERAL RULE.—Paragraph (1) of sec-

tion 11(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (A), 

(2) by striking ‘‘but does not exceed 
$75,000,’’ in subparagraph (B) and inserting a 
period, 

(3) by striking subparagraphs (C) and (D), 
and 

(4) by striking the last 2 sentences. 
(b) PERSONAL SERVICE CORPORATIONS.— 

Paragraph (2) of section 11(b) of such Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘35 percent’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘25 percent’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Paragraphs 
(1) and (2) of section 1445(e) of such Code are 
each amended by striking ‘‘35 percent’’ and 
inserting ‘‘25 percent’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2008. 
SEC. 2. REDUCTION IN INDIVIDUAL MARGINAL 

INCOME TAX RATES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section 

1(i) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(2) REDUCTION IN RATES AFTER 2008.—In the 
case of taxable years beginning after 2008, 
the tables under subsections (a), (b), (c), (d), 
and (e) shall be applied— 

‘‘(A) by substituting ‘25%’ for ‘28%’ each 
place it appears, and 

‘‘(B) without regard to— 
‘‘(i) the rates on taxable income in excess 

of the amount with respect to which the 25 
percent rate (determined after the applica-
tion of subparagraph (A)) applies, and 

‘‘(ii) any limitation on the amount of tax-
able income to which the 25 percent rate (de-
termined after the application of subpara-
graph (A)) applies.’’. 

(b) REPEAL OF EGTRRA SUNSET.—Title IX 
of the Economic Growth and Tax Relief Rec-
onciliation Act of 2001 (relating to sunset of 
provisions of such Act) shall not apply to 
section 101 of such Act (relating to reduction 
in income tax rates for individuals). 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2008. 
SEC. 3. REPEAL OF ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM TAX. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 55(a) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to alter-
native minimum tax imposed) is amended by 

adding at the end the following new flush 
sentence: 
‘‘No tax shall be imposed by this section for 
any taxable year beginning after December 
31, 2008, and the tentative minimum tax for 
any such taxable year of any taxpayer which 
is a corporation shall be zero for purposes of 
this title.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2008. 
SEC. 4. PERMANENT REDUCTIONS IN INDIVIDUAL 

CAPITAL GAINS AND DIVIDENDS TAX 
RATES. 

Section 303 of the Jobs and Growth Tax Re-
lief Reconciliation Act of 2003 (relating to 
sunset of title) is repealed. 
SEC. 5. ESTATE TAX RELIEF AND REFORM AFTER 

2009. 
(a) RESTORATION OF UNIFIED CREDIT 

AGAINST GIFT TAX.—Paragraph (1) of section 
2505(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
(relating to general rule for unified credit 
against gift tax), after the application of 
subsection (f), is amended by striking ‘‘(de-
termined as if the applicable exclusion 
amount were $1,000,000)’’. 

(b) EXCLUSION EQUIVALENT OF UNIFIED 
CREDIT EQUAL TO $5,000,000.—Subsection (c) 
of section 2010 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 (relating to unified credit against es-
tate tax) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(c) APPLICABLE CREDIT AMOUNT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec-

tion, the applicable credit amount is the 
amount of the tentative tax which would be 
determined under section 2001(c) if the 
amount with respect to which such tentative 
tax is to be computed were equal to the ap-
plicable exclusion amount. 

‘‘(2) APPLICABLE EXCLUSION AMOUNT.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sub-

section, the applicable exclusion amount is 
$5,000,000. 

‘‘(B) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—In the case 
of any decedent dying in a calendar year 
after 2009, the $5,000,000 amount in subpara-
graph (A) shall be increased by an amount 
equal to— 

‘‘(i) such dollar amount, multiplied by 
‘‘(ii) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f)(3) for such calendar 
year by substituting ‘calendar year 2008’ for 
‘calendar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B) 
thereof. 
If any amount as adjusted under the pre-
ceding sentence is not a multiple of $10,000, 
such amount shall be rounded to the nearest 
multiple of $10,000.’’. 

(c) FLAT ESTATE AND GIFT TAX RATES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (c) of section 

2001 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to imposition and rate of tax) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(c) TENTATIVE TAX.—The tentative tax is 
15 percent of the amount with respect to 
which the tentative tax is to be computed.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(A) Paragraphs (1) and (2) of section 2102(b) 

of such Code are amended to read as follows: 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A credit in an amount 

that would be determined under section 2010 
as the applicable credit amount if the appli-
cable exclusion amount were $60,000 shall be 
allowed against the tax imposed by section 
2101. 

‘‘(2) RESIDENTS OF POSSESSIONS OF THE 
UNITED STATES.—In the case of a decedent 
who is considered to be a ‘nonresident not a 
citizen of the United States’ under section 
2209, the credit allowed under this subsection 
shall not be less than the proportion of the 
amount that would be determined under sec-
tion 2010 as the applicable credit amount if 
the applicable exclusion amount were 
$175,000 which the value of that part of the 
decedent’s gross estate which at the time of 
the decedent’s death is situated in the 

United States bears to the value of the dece-
dent’s entire gross estate, wherever situ-
ated.’’. 

(B) Section 2502(a) of such Code (relating to 
computation of tax), after the application of 
subsection (f), is amended by adding at the 
end the following flush sentence: 
‘‘In computing the tentative tax under sec-
tion 2001(c) for purposes of this subsection, 
‘the last day of the calendar year in which 
the gift was made’ shall be substituted for 
‘the date of the decedent’s death’ each place 
it appears in such section.’’. 

(d) MODIFICATIONS OF ESTATE AND GIFT 
TAXES TO REFLECT DIFFERENCES IN UNIFIED 
CREDIT RESULTING FROM DIFFERENT TAX 
RATES.— 

(1) ESTATE TAX.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 2001(b)(2) of the 

Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to 
computation of tax) is amended by striking 
‘‘if the provisions of subsection (c) (as in ef-
fect at the decedent’s death)’’ and inserting 
‘‘if the modifications described in subsection 
(g)’’. 

(B) MODIFICATIONS.—Section 2001 of such 
Code is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

‘‘(g) MODIFICATIONS TO GIFT TAX PAYABLE 
TO REFLECT DIFFERENT TAX RATES.—For pur-
poses of applying subsection (b)(2) with re-
spect to 1 or more gifts, the rates of tax 
under subsection (c) in effect at the dece-
dent’s death shall, in lieu of the rates of tax 
in effect at the time of such gifts, be used 
both to compute— 

‘‘(1) the tax imposed by chapter 12 with re-
spect to such gifts, and 

‘‘(2) the credit allowed against such tax 
under section 2505, including in computing— 

‘‘(A) the applicable credit amount under 
section 2505(a)(1), and 

‘‘(B) the sum of the amounts allowed as a 
credit for all preceding periods under section 
2505(a)(2). 
For purposes of paragraph (2)(A), the applica-
ble credit amount for any calendar year be-
fore 1998 is the amount which would be deter-
mined under section 2010(c) if the applicable 
exclusion amount were the dollar amount 
under section 6018(a)(1) for such year.’’. 

(2) GIFT TAX.—Section 2505(a) of such Code 
(relating to unified credit against gift tax) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new flush sentence: 
‘‘For purposes of applying paragraph (2) for 
any calendar year, the rates of tax in effect 
under section 2502(a)(2) for such calendar 
year shall, in lieu of the rates of tax in effect 
for preceding calendar periods, be used in de-
termining the amounts allowable as a credit 
under this section for all preceding calendar 
periods.’’. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to estates of 
decedents dying, generation-skipping trans-
fers, and gifts made, after December 31, 2009. 

(f) ADDITIONAL MODIFICATIONS TO ESTATE 
TAX.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The following provisions 
of the Economic Growth and Tax Relief Rec-
onciliation Act of 2001, and the amendments 
made by such provisions, are hereby re-
pealed: 

(A) Subtitles A and E of title V. 
(B) Subsection (d), and so much of sub-

section (f)(3) as relates to subsection (d), of 
section 511. 

(C) Paragraph (2) of subsection (b), and 
paragraph (2) of subsection (e), of section 521. 
The Internal Revenue Code of 1986 shall be 
applied as if such provisions and amend-
ments had never been enacted. 

(2) SUNSET NOT TO APPLY TO TITLE v OF 
EGTRRA.—Section 901 of the Economic 
Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 
2001 shall not apply to title V of such Act. 

(3) REPEAL OF DEADWOOD.— 
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(A) Sections 2011, 2057, and 2604 of the In-

ternal Revenue Code of 1986 are hereby re-
pealed. 

(B) The table of sections for part II of sub-
chapter A of chapter 11 of such Code is 
amended by striking the item relating to 
section 2011. 

(C) The table of sections for part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 11 of such Code is 
amended by striking the item relating to 
section 2057. 

(D) The table of sections for subchapter A 
of chapter 13 of such Code is amended by 
striking the item relating to section 2604. 
SEC. 6. INCREASE IN CHILD TAX CREDIT MADE 

PERMANENT. 
Title IX of the Economic Growth and Tax 

Relief Reconciliation Act of 2001 (relating to 
sunset of provisions of such Act) shall not 
apply to sections 201 (relating to modifica-
tions to child tax credit) and 203 (relating to 
refunds disregarded in the administration of 
federal programs and federally assisted pro-
grams) of such Act. 
SEC. 7. BASE BROADENING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 63 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(h) RESTRICTION OF ITEMIZED DEDUCTIONS 
AFTER 2008.—In the case of any taxable year 
beginning after 2008, no itemized deductions 
shall be allowed under this chapter other 
than— 

‘‘(1) the deduction for qualified residence 
interest (as defined in section 163(h)(3)), and 

‘‘(2) the deduction allowed under section 
170.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2008. 

SA 169. Mr. BOND (for himself, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Mr. VOINOVICH, Mr. CRAPO, 
Mr. BAYH, and Mr. BROWNBACK) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill H.R. 1, 
making supplemental appropriations 
for job preservation and creation, in-
frastructure investment, energy effi-
ciency and science, assistance to the 
unemployed, and State and local fiscal 
stabilization, for fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2009, and for other pur-
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

In Title XII, on page 227 line 5, strike ‘‘OF-
FICE OF THE SECRETARY’’ and all that 
follows through page 230, line 3. 

On page 232, line 20, strike ‘‘$27,060,000,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$32,560,000,000’’. 

On page 233, line 5, after ‘‘Public Law 110– 
161:’’, strike ‘‘Provided’’ and all that follows 
in this and the following 2 related provisos 
through ‘‘extension:’’ on page 233, line 20. 

On page 240, line 15, strike ‘‘Provided fur-
ther,’’ and all that follows in this and the fol-
lowing 2 provisos through ‘‘extension:’’ on 
page 241 line 3. 

SA 170. Mr. CARPER (for himself and 
Mr. CRAPO) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for him-
self and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, 
making supplemental appropriations 
for job preservation and creation, in-
frastructure investment, energy effi-
ciency and science, assistance to the 
unemployed, and State and local fiscal 
stabilization, for fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2009, and for other pur-
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

On page 517, beginning on line 3, strike 
through page 523, line 9, and insert the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘SEC. 48C. QUALIFYING ADVANCED ENERGY 

PROJECT CREDIT. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of section 
46, the qualifying advanced energy project 
credit for any taxable year is an amount 
equal to 30 percent of the qualified invest-
ment for such taxable year with respect to 
any qualifying advanced energy project of 
the taxpayer. 

‘‘(b) QUALIFIED INVESTMENT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of sub-

section (a), the qualified investment for any 
taxable year is the basis of eligible property 
placed in service by the taxpayer during such 
taxable year which is part of a qualifying ad-
vanced energy project— 

‘‘(A)(i) the construction, reconstruction, or 
erection of which is completed by the tax-
payer after October 31, 2008, or 

‘‘(ii) which is acquired by the taxpayer if 
the original use of such eligible property 
commences with the taxpayer after October 
31, 2008, and 

‘‘(B) with respect to which depreciation (or 
amortization in lieu of depreciation) is al-
lowable. 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULE FOR CERTAIN SUBSIDIZED 
PROPERTY.—Rules similar to section 48(a)(4) 
(without regard to subparagraph (D) thereof) 
shall apply for purposes of this section. 

‘‘(3) CERTAIN QUALIFIED PROGRESS EXPENDI-
TURES RULES MADE APPLICABLE.—Rules simi-
lar to the rules of subsections (c)(4) and (d) of 
section 46 (as in effect on the day before the 
enactment of the Revenue Reconciliation 
Act of 1990) shall apply for purposes of this 
section. 

‘‘(4) LIMITATION.—The amount which is 
treated for all taxable years with respect to 
any qualifying advanced energy project shall 
not exceed the amount designated by the 
Secretary as eligible for the credit under this 
section. 

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.— 
‘‘(1) QUALIFYING ADVANCED ENERGY 

PROJECT.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualifying ad-

vanced energy project’ means a project— 
‘‘(i) which re-equips, expands, or estab-

lishes a manufacturing facility for the pro-
duction of property which is— 

‘‘(I) designed to be used to produce energy 
from the sun, wind, geothermal deposits 
(within the meaning of section 613(e)(2)), or 
other renewable resources, 

‘‘(II) designed to manufacture fuel cells, 
microturbines, or an energy storage system 
for use with electric or hybrid-electric motor 
vehicles, 

‘‘(III) designed to manufacture electric 
grids to support the transmission of inter-
mittent sources of renewable energy, 

‘‘(IV) designed to capture and sequester 
carbon dioxide emissions, 

‘‘(V) designed to refine or blend renewable 
fuels or to produce energy conservation tech-
nologies (including energy-conserving light-
ing technologies and smart grid tech-
nologies), or 

‘‘(VI) otherwise determined by the Sec-
retary, after consultation with the Secretary 
of Energy, to be new or significantly im-
proved advanced energy technology as com-
pared to commercial technologies in service 
in the United States at the time of the cer-
tification of the project under subsection (d), 
and 

‘‘(ii) any portion of the qualified invest-
ment of which is certified by the Secretary 
under subsection (d) as eligible for a credit 
under this section. 

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION.—Such term shall not in-
clude any portion of a project for the produc-
tion of any property which is used in the re-

fining or blending of any transportation fuel 
(other than renewable fuels). 

‘‘(2) ELIGIBLE PROPERTY.—The term ‘eligi-
ble property’ means any property which is 
part of a qualifying advanced energy project 
and is necessary for the production of prop-
erty described in paragraph (1)(A)(i). 

‘‘(d) QUALIFYING ADVANCED ENERGY 
PROJECT PROGRAM.— 

‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 

after the date of enactment of this section, 
the Secretary, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Energy, shall establish a qualifying 
advanced energy project program to consider 
and award certifications for qualified invest-
ments eligible for credits under this section 
to qualifying advanced energy project spon-
sors. 

‘‘(B) LIMITATION.—The total amount of 
credits that may be allocated under the pro-
gram shall not exceed $2,000,000,000. 

‘‘(2) CERTIFICATION.— 
‘‘(A) APPLICATION PERIOD.—Each applicant 

for certification under this paragraph shall 
submit an application containing such infor-
mation as the Secretary may require during 
the 3-year period beginning on the date the 
Secretary establishes the program under 
paragraph (1). 

‘‘(B) TIME TO MEET CRITERIA FOR CERTIFI-
CATION.—Each applicant for certification 
shall have 2 years from the date of accept-
ance by the Secretary of the application dur-
ing which to provide to the Secretary evi-
dence that the requirements of the certifi-
cation have been met. 

‘‘(C) PERIOD OF ISSUANCE.—An applicant 
which receives a certification shall have 5 
years from the date of issuance of the certifi-
cation in order to place the project in service 
and if such project is not placed in service by 
that time period then the certification shall 
no longer be valid. 

‘‘(3) SELECTION CRITERIA.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In determining which 

qualifying advanced energy projects to cer-
tify under this section, the Secretary shall 
consult with the Secretary of Energy and 
shall take into consideration only those 
projects where there is a reasonable expecta-
tion of commercial viability. 

‘‘(B) PRIORITY.—The Secretary shall give 
priority under this section to projects that— 

‘‘(i) can create the greatest number of jobs 
in the United States, and 

‘‘(ii) can begin before January 1, 2011. 
‘‘(4) REVIEW AND REDISTRIBUTION.— 
‘‘(A) REVIEW.—Not later than 6 years after 

the date of enactment of this section, the 
Secretary shall review the credits allocated 
under this section as of the date which is 6 
years after the date of enactment of this sec-
tion. 

‘‘(B) REDISTRIBUTION.—The Secretary may 
reallocate credits awarded under this section 
if the Secretary determines that— 

‘‘(i) there is an insufficient quantity of 
qualifying applications for certification 
pending at the time of the review, or 

‘‘(ii) any certification made pursuant to 
paragraph (2) has been revoked pursuant to 
paragraph (2)(B) because the project subject 
to the certification has been delayed as a re-
sult of third party opposition or litigation to 
the proposed project. 

‘‘(C) REALLOCATION.—If the Secretary de-
termines that credits under this section are 
available for reallocation pursuant to the re-
quirements set forth in paragraph (2), the 
Secretary is authorized to conduct an addi-
tional program for applications for certifi-
cation. 

‘‘(5) DISCLOSURE OF ALLOCATIONS.—The Sec-
retary shall, upon making a certification 
under this subsection, publicly disclose the 
identity of the applicant and the amount of 
the credit with respect to such applicant. 
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‘‘(e) DENIAL OF DOUBLE BENEFIT.—A credit 

shall not be allowed under this section for 
any qualified investment for which a credit 
is allowed under section 48, 48A, or 48B.’’. 

SA 171. Mr. CARPER (for himself, 
Mrs. BOXER, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG, Ms. STABENOW, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, 
Mr. KERRY, and Mr. WHITEHOUSE) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill H.R. 1, 
making supplemental appropriations 
for job preservation and creation, in-
frastructure investment, energy effi-
ciency and science, assistance to the 
unemployed, and State and local fiscal 
stabilization, for fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2009, and for other pur-
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

On page 118, line 16, strike ‘‘$300,000,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$550,000,000’’. 

SA 172. Mr. UDALL of Colorado (for 
himself and Mr. BEGICH) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 1, making supple-
mental appropriations for job preserva-
tion creation, infrastructure invest-
ment, energy efficiency and science, 
assistance to the unemployed, and 
State and local fiscal stabilization, for 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2009, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 430, strike lines 14 through 23 and 
insert the following: 

SEC. 1605. With respect to funds in titles I 
though XVI of this division made available 
to State, or local government agencies, the 
Governor, mayor, or other chief executive, as 
appropriate, shall certify that the invest-
ment of such funds has received the full re-
view and vetting required by law and that 
the chief executive accepts responsibility 
that the investment is an appropriate use of 
taxpayer dollars and results in the creation 
of jobs or economic improvement. A State or 
local agency may not receive funds made 
available in this Act unless the certification 
required by this section is made. 

SA 173. Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Ms. 
STABENOW, and Mr. CARDIN) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
to amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation cre-
ation, infrastructure investment, en-
ergy efficiency and science, assistance 
to the unemployed, and State and local 
fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2009, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

On page 114, lines 24 and 25, strike 
‘‘$190,000,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2010’’ and insert ‘‘$215,000,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2010, of 
which not less than $50,000,000 shall be used 
for habitat restoration’’. 

On page 120, between lines 10 and 11, insert 
the following: 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS AND MANAGEMENT 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Environ-
mental Programs and Management’’ 
$300,000,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2010, to be used for environmental 
clean-up programs, including ecosystem res-
toration and remediation activities, funded 
under this heading during the 3 fiscal years 

preceding the date of enactment of this Act: 
Provided, That the Administrator of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency may waive 
any cost-sharing requirements for the use of 
funds provided under this heading. 

SA 174. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation cre-
ation, infrastructure investment, en-
ergy efficiency and science, assistance 
to the unemployed, and State and local 
fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2009, and for other 
purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table; as follows: 

On page 121, strike lines 17 through 21 and 
insert the following: 
through the ‘‘Indian Health Facilities’’ ac-
count. 

SA 175. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 1, making supple-
mental appropriations for job preserva-
tion and creation, infrastructure in-
vestment, energy efficiency and 
science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, 
for fiscal year ending September 30, 
2009, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. LIMIT ON FUNDS. 

None of the amounts appropriated or oth-
erwise made available by this Act may be 
used for any casino or other gambling estab-
lishment, aquarium, zoo, golf course, swim-
ming pool, stadium, community park, mu-
seum, theater, arts center, or highway beau-
tification project, including renovation, re-
modeling, construction, salaries, furniture, 
zero-gravity chairs, big screen televisions, 
beautification, rotating pastel lights, and 
dry heat saunas. 

SA 176. Mr. COBURN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 431, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 

PROHIBITION ON NO-BID CONTRACTS AND 
EARMARKS 

SEC. 1607. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this Act, none of the funds ap-
propriated or otherwise made available by 
this Act may be used to make any payment 
in connection with a contract unless the con-
tract is awarded using competitive proce-
dures in accordance with the requirements of 
section 303 of the Federal Property and Ad-
ministrative Services Act of 1949 (41 U.S.C. 
253), section 2304 of title 10, United States 
Code, and the Federal Acquisition Regula-
tion. 

(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, none of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this Act may be 

awarded by grant or cooperative agreement 
unless the process used to award such grant 
or cooperative agreement uses competitive 
procedures to select the grantee or award re-
cipient. 

SA 177. Mr. SPECTER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 110, line 23, insert before the colon 
‘‘, including construction to upgrade Level I 
Trauma Centers in target areas to mitigate 
health consequences related to potential 
damage from all hazards’’. 

SA 178. Mr. HARKIN proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 98 pro-
posed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself and 
Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, making 
supplemental appropriations for job 
preservation and creation, infrastruc-
ture investment, energy efficiency and 
science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, 
for fiscal year ending September 30, 
2009, and for other purposes; as follows: 

On page 2, line 5, strike the following: ‘‘: 
Provided, further,’’ through and including 
‘‘shall be decreased by $6,500,000,000’’. 

SA 179. Mr. VITTER proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 98 pro-
posed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself and 
Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, making 
supplemental appropriations for job 
preservation and creation, infrastruc-
ture investment, energy efficiency and 
science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, 
for fiscal year ending September 30, 
2009, and for other purposes; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. ELIMINATE SPENDING AND PRIORITIZE 

INVESTMENTS. 
(a) ELIMINATE SPENDING.— 
(1) FISH BARRIERS.—None of the funds ap-

propriated or otherwise made available in 
title VII of division A for United States Fish 
and Wildlife Management under the heading 
‘‘Resource Management’’, and the amount 
made available under such heading is re-
duced by $20,000,000. 

(2) CENSUS BUREAU.—None of the funds ap-
propriated or otherwise made available in 
title II of division A for Bureau of the Census 
under the heading ‘‘Periodic Censuses and 
Programs’’, and the amount made available 
under such heading is reduced by 
$1,000,000,000. 

(3) FEDERAL VEHICLES.—None of the funds 
appropriated or otherwise made available in 
title V of division A for General Services Ad-
ministration under the heading ‘‘Energy-Ef-
ficient Federal Motor Vehicle Fleet Procure-
ment’’, and the amount made available 
under such heading is reduced by $600,000,000. 

(4) FBI CONSTRUCTION.—None of the funds 
appropriated or otherwise made available in 
title II of division A construction for Federal 
Bureau of Investigation under the heading 
‘‘Construction’’, and the amount made avail-
able under such heading is reduced by 
$400,000,000. 
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(5) NIST CONSTRUCTION.—None of the funds 

appropriated or otherwise made available in 
title II of division A for National Institute of 
Standards and Technology under the heading 
‘‘Construction of Research Facilities’’, and 
the amount made available under such head-
ing is reduced by $357,000,000. 

(6) COMMERCE HEADQUARTERS.—None of the 
funds appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able in title II of division A for National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration under 
the heading ‘‘Departmental Management’’, 
and the amount made available under such 
heading is reduced by $34,000,000. 

(7) DHS CONSOLIDATION.—None of the funds 
appropriated or otherwise made available in 
title VI of division A for Department of 
Homeland Security under the heading ‘‘Of-
fice of the Undersecretary of Management’’, 
and the amount made available under such 
heading is reduced by $248,000,000. 

(8) USDA MODERNIZATION.—None of the 
funds appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able in title I of division A for Department of 
Agriculture under the heading ‘‘Office of the 
Secretary’’, and the amount made available 
under such heading is reduced by $300,000,000. 

(9) STATE DEPARTMENT TRAINING FACILITY.— 
None of the funds appropriated or otherwise 
made available in title XI of division A for 
Administration of Foreign Affairs under the 
heading ‘‘Diplomatic and Consular pro-
gram’’, and the amount made available 
under such heading is reduced by $75,000,000. 

(10) STATE DEPARTMENT CAPITAL INVEST-
MENT FUND.—None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available in title XI of di-
vision A for Administration of Foreign Af-
fairs under the heading ‘‘Capital Investment 
Fund’’, and the amount made available 
under such heading is reduced by $524,000,000. 

(11) DC SEWER SYSTEM.—None of the funds 
appropriated or otherwise made available in 
title V of division A for District of Columbia 
under the heading ‘‘Federal Payment to the 
District of Columbia Water and Sewer Au-
thority’’ and the amount made available 
under such heading is reduced by $125,000,000. 

(12) ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM.—None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available in title II of divi-
sion A for Economic Development Adminis-
tration under the heading ‘‘Economic Devel-
opment Assistance Programs’’ , and the 
amount made available under such heading 
is reduced by $150,000,000. 

(13) AMTRAK.—None of the funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available in title 
XII of division A for Federal Railroad Ad-
ministration under the heading ‘‘Supple-
mental Grants to the National Passenger 
Railroad Corporations’’, and the amount 
made available under such heading is re-
duced by $850,000,000. 

(14) DOD HYBRID VEHICLES.—None of the 
funds appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able in title III of division A for Procure-
ment under the heading ‘‘Defense Production 
Act Purchases’’, and the amount made avail-
able under such heading is reduced by 
$100,000,000. 

(15) NASA CLIMATE CHANGE.—None of the 
funds appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able in title II of division A for National Aer-
onautics and Space Administration under 
the heading ‘‘Science’’, and the amount 
made available under such heading is re-
duced by $500,000,000. 

(16) NEIGHBORHOOD STABILIZATION.—None of 
the funds appropriated or otherwise made 
available in title XII of division A for Public 
Housing Capital Fund under the heading 
‘‘Neighborhood Stabilization Program’’, and 
the amount made available under such head-
ing is reduced by $2,250,000,000. 

(17) HISTORIC PRESERVATION FUND.—None of 
the funds appropriated or otherwise made 
available in title VII of division A for Na-

tional Park Service under the heading ‘‘His-
toric Preservation Fund’’, and the amount 
made available under such heading is re-
duced by $55,000,000. 

(18) FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCE CONSTRUC-
TION.—None of the funds appropriated or oth-
erwise made available in title VII of division 
A for United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
under the heading ‘‘Construction’’, and the 
amount made available under such heading 
is reduced by $60,000,000. 

(b) UNDER PRIORITIZED SPENDING THAT 
SHOULD BE BUDGETED FOR.— 

(1) COMPARATIVE RESEARCH.—None of the 
funds appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able in title VIII of division A for Healthcare 
Research and Quality under the heading 
‘‘Agency for Healthcare Research and Qual-
ity’’ may be available for comparative re-
search, and the amount made available 
under such heading is reduced by $700,000,000. 

(2) HEALTH IT.—Title XIII for Health Infor-
mation Technology shall be null and void 
and none of the funds appropriated or other-
wise made available in title VII of division A 
for Information Technology under the head-
ing ‘‘Office of the National Coordinator for 
Health Information Technology’’ may be 
available for health information technology, 
and the amount made available under such 
heading is reduced by $5,000,000,000. 

(3) PANDEMIC FLU.—None of the funds ap-
propriated or otherwise made available in 
title VIII of division A for pandemic influ-
enza under the heading ‘‘Public Health and 
Social Services Emergency Fund’’ may be 
available for pandemic flu and the amount 
made available under such heading is re-
duced by $870,000,000. 

(4) SMART GRID.—None of the funds made 
available in this Act for Smart Grid shall be 
made available. 

(5) BROADBAND.—None of the funds appro-
priated or other made available in title II of 
division A for Broadband Technology Oppor-
tunities under the heading ‘‘National Tech-
nology Opportunities Program’’ may be 
available for broadband and the amount 
made available under such heading is re-
duced by $9,000,000,000. 

(6) HIGH-SPEED RAIL CORRIDOR PROGRAM.— 
None of the funds appropriated or made 
available in title XII of division A for the 
High-Speed Rail Corridor projects under the 
heading High-Speed Rail Corridor Program 
may be available for the high-speed rail cor-
ridor and the amount made available under 
such heading is reduced by $2,000,000,000. Sec-
tion 201 of title II of division A shall be null 
and void. 

(7) PRISON SYSTEM AND COURTHOUSES.— 
None of the funds appropriated or made 
available in title II of division A for prison 
buildings and facilities under the heading 
Federal Prison System may be available for 
buildings and facilities and the amount made 
available under such heading is reduced by 
$1,000,000,000. 

(c) UNDER GENERAL PROVISIONS.— 
(1) DAVIS-BACON ACT NOT APPLICABLE.—Not-

withstanding any other provision of law, the 
provisions of subchapter IV of chapter 31 of 
title 40, United States Code (commonly re-
ferred to as the Davis-Bacon Act) shall not 
apply to any construction projects carried 
out using amounts made available under this 
Act or the amendments made by this Act. 

(2) PROHIBITED USES.—None of the funds ap-
propriated or otherwise made available in 
this Act may be used for any casino or other 
gambling establishment, aquarium, zoo, golf 
course, swimming pool, or Mob Museum. 

SA 180. Ms. STABENOW (for herself, 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. BEGICH, Mr. 
LEVIN, and Mr. BROWN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 

amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 57, between lines 5 and 6, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 2ll. Section 136(b) of the Energy 
Independence and Security Act of 2007 (42 
U.S.C. 17013(b)) is amended by striking ‘‘30 
percent’’ and inserting ‘‘90 percent’’. 

SA 181. Ms. STABENOW (for herself 
and Mr. LEVIN) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 57, between lines 5 and 6, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 2ll. Section 136(d)(1) of the Energy 
Independence and Security Act of 2007 (42 
U.S.C. 17013(d)(1)) is amended by striking 
‘‘$25,000,000,000’’ and inserting 
‘‘$50,000,000,000’’. 

SA 182. Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for him-
self, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. SCHUMER, and 
Mr. LAUTENBERG) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place insert the fol-
lowing: 

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION 

NEXTGEN ACCELERATION 

For grants or other agreements to accel-
erate the transition to the Next Generation 
Air Transportation System by accelerating 
deployment of ground infrastructure for 
Automatic Dependent Surveillance—Broad-
cast, by accelerating development of proce-
dures and routes that support performance- 
based air navigation, to incentivize aircraft 
equipage to use such infrastructure and pro-
cedures and routes, and for additional agen-
cy administrative costs associated with the 
certification and oversight of the deploy-
ment of these systems, $550,000,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2010: Provided, 
That the Administrator of the Federal Avia-
tion Administration shall use the authority 
under section 106(l)(6) of title 49, United 
States Code, to make such grants or agree-
ments: and Provided further, That, with re-
spect to any incentives for equipage, the 
Federal share of the costs shall be no more 
than 50 percent. 
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SA 183. Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for him-

self, Mrs. HUTCHISON, and Mr. DORGAN) 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed to amendment SA 98 pro-
posed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself and 
Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, making 
supplemental appropriations for job 
preservation and creation, infrastruc-
ture investment, energy efficiency and 
science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, 
for fiscal year ending September 30, 
2009, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ———. AVIATION PROGRAMS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘‘Federal Aviation Administra-
tion Extension Act of 2009’’. 

(b) EXTENSION OF AVIATION PROGRAMS FOR 
FY 2009.— 

(1) EXTENSION OF AVIATION TAXES.—The In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
striking ‘‘March 31, 2009’’ and inserting ‘‘Sep-
tember 30, 2009’’ each place it appears in each 
of the following sections: 

(A) Section 4081(d)(2)(B). 
(B) Section 4261(j)(1)(A)(ii). 
(C) Section 4271(d)(1)(A)(ii). 
(2) EXTENSION OF EXPENDITURE AUTHOR-

ITY.— 
(A) Such Code is amended by striking 

‘‘April 1, 2009’’ each place it appears in each 
of the following sections: 

(i) Section 9502(d)(1). 
(ii) Section 9502(e)(2). 
(B) Paragraph (1) of section 9502(d) of such 

Code is amended by inserting ‘‘or the Federal 
Aviation Administration Extension Act of 
2009’’ before the semicolon at the end of sub-
paragraph (A). 

(3) EXTENSION OF AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM.— 

(A) Paragraph (6) of section 48103 of such 
title is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(6) $3,900,000,000 for fiscal year 2009.’’. 
(B) Section 47104(c) of such title is amend-

ed by striking ‘‘March 31, 2009,’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘September 30, 2009,’’. 

(4) EXTENSION OF EXPIRING AUTHORITIES.— 
(A) Title 49, United States Code, is amend-

ed by striking the date specified in each of 
the following sections and inserting ‘‘Sep-
tember 30, 2009’’: 

(i) Section 40117(l)(7). 
(ii) Section 44303(b). 
(iii) Section 47107(s)(3). 
(iv) Section 47141(f). 
(v) Section 49108. 
(B) Section 44302(f)(1) of such title is 

amended— 
(i) by striking ‘‘March 31, 2009’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘September 30, 2009’’; and 
(ii) by striking ‘‘May 31, 2009’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘December 31, 2009’’. 
(C) Section 47115(j) of such title is amended 

by striking ‘‘2008, and the portion of fiscal 
year 2009 ending before April 1, 2009,’’ and in-
serting ‘‘2009,’’. 

(D) Section 161 of the Vision 100—Century 
of Aviation Reauthorization Act (49 U.S.C. 
47109 note) is amended by striking ‘‘before 
April 1, 2009,’’. 

(E) Section 186(d) of such Act (117 Stat. 
2518) is amended by striking ‘‘2008, and for 
the portion of fiscal year 2009 ending before 
April 1, 2009,’’ and inserting ‘‘2009,’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on 
April 1, 2009. 

SA 184. Mr. LEAHY (for himself and 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 

to the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. lllll. WAIVER OF MATCHING REQUIRE-

MENT UNDER COPS PROGRAM. 
Section 1701(g) of the Omnibus Crime Con-

trol and Safe Street Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
3796dd(g)) shall not apply with respect to 
funds appropriated in this Act or any other 
Act making appropriations for fiscal year 
2009 or 2010 for Community Oriented Policing 
Services authorized under part Q of such Act 
of 1968. 

SA 185. Mr. SCHUMER (for himself, 
Mr. SPECTER, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, and Mrs. GILLIBRAND) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed to amendment SA 98 proposed 
by Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. 
BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, making sup-
plemental appropriations for job pres-
ervation and creation, infrastructure 
investment, energy efficiency and 
science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, 
for fiscal year ending September 30, 
2009, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 239, line 24, strike ‘‘$8,400,000,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$10,400,000,000’’. 

On page 240, line 15, after ‘‘promptly:’’ in-
sert ‘‘Provided further, That the Secretary of 
Transportation shall make such funds avail-
able to pay for operating expenses to the ex-
tent that a transit authority demonstrates 
to his or her satisfaction that such funds are 
necessary to continue current services or ex-
pand such services to meet increased rider-
ship:’’. 

On page 242, after line 10, insert the fol-
lowing: 

CAPITAL INVESTMENT GRANTS 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Capital In-

vestment Grants’’, as authorized under sec-
tion 5338(c)(4) of title 49, United States Code, 
and allocated under section 5309(m)(2)(A) of 
such title, to enable the Secretary of Trans-
portation to make discretionary grants as 
authorized by section 5309 (d) and (e) of such 
title, $2,500,000,000: Provided, That such 
amount shall be allocated without regard to 
the limitation under section 5309(m)(2)(A)(i): 
Provided further, That in selecting projects to 
be funded, priority shall be given to projects 
that are able to obligate 50 percent of the ap-
propriated funds within 180 days of enact-
ment of this Act: Provided further, That the 
provisions of section 1101(b) of Public Law 
109–59 shall apply to funds made available 
under this heading: Provided further, That ap-
plicable chapter 53 requirements shall apply, 
except that notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, up to 1 percent of the funds 
under this heading shall remain available for 
administrative expenses and program man-
agement oversight and shall remain avail-
able for obligation until September 30, 2012: 
Provided further, That the preceding proviso 
shall apply in lieu of the provisions in sec-
tion 1106 of this Act. 
FIXED GUIDEWAY INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT 

For an additional amount for capital ex-
penditures authorized under section 
5309(b)(2) of title 49, United States Code, 

$2,000,000,000 to remain available through 
September 30, 2010: Provided, That the Sec-
retary of Transportation shall apportion the 
funding provided under this heading using 
the formula set forth in subsection 5337 of 
such Act: Provided further, That the Federal 
share of the costs for which a grant is made 
under this heading shall be at the option of 
the recipient, and may be up to 100 percent: 
Provided further, That the funds appropriated 
under this heading shall not be commingled 
with funds available under the Formula and 
Bus Grants account. 

SA 186. Mr. UDALL of Colorado (for 
himself and Mr. BENNET of Colorado) 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed to amendment SA 98 pro-
posed by Mr. INOUYE (for himself and 
Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, making 
supplemental appropriations for job 
preservation and creation, infrastruc-
ture investment, energy efficiency and 
science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, 
for fiscal year ending September 30, 
2009, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 121, line 4, before the period, insert 
the following: ‘‘: Provided further, That no 
State matching funds are required: Provided 
further, That funding priority shall be given 
to areas that are experiencing high levels of 
insect and disease infestations’’. 

SA 187. Mr. UDALL of Colorado (for 
himself, Mr. KERRY, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. 
WHITEHOUSE, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, and Mr. 
SCHUMER) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for him-
self and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, 
making supplemental appropriations 
for job preservation and creation, in-
frastructure investment, energy effi-
ciency and science, assistance to the 
unemployed, and State and local fiscal 
stabilization, for fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2009, and for other pur-
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

On page 70, lines 14 through 16, strike 
‘‘$14,398,000,000, for necessary expenses, to re-
main available until September 30, 2010: Pro-
vided,’’ and insert ‘‘$17,298,000,000, for nec-
essary expenses, to remain available until 
September 30, 2010: Provided, That 
$3,400,000,000 shall be for additional grants 
for State Energy Programs under part D of 
title III of the Energy Policy and Conserva-
tion Act (42 U.S.C. 6321 et seq.) with the 
States prioritizing the grants, to the max-
imum extent practicable, toward funding en-
ergy efficiency and renewable energy pro-
grams, especially for the purpose of retro-
fitting residential and commercial buildings 
to reduce energy consumption: Provided fur-
ther,’’. 

SA 188. Mr. INHOFE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 
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On page 570, after line 8, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. —. ACCELERATION OF PHASEIN OF DOMES-

TIC PRODUCTION ACTIVITIES DE-
DUCTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section 
199 is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(a) ALLOWANCE OF DEDUCTION.—There 
shall be allowed as a deduction an amount 
equal to 9 percent of the lesser of— 

‘‘(1) the qualified production activities in-
come of the taxpayer for the taxable year, or 

‘‘(2) taxable income (determined without 
regard to this section) for the taxable year.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph 
(2) of section 199(d) is amended by striking 
‘‘subsection (a)(1)(B)’’ and inserting ‘‘sub-
section (a)(2)’’ 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2008. 
SEC. —. RESTORATION OF FULL DOMESTIC PRO-

DUCTION ACTIVITIES DEDUCTION 
FOR OIL RELATED PRODUCTION AC-
TIVITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 401 of the Energy 
Improvement and Extension Act of 2008 is re-
pealed. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE; ADMINISTRATION OF 
CODE.— 

(1) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The repeal made by 
this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2008. 

(2) ADMINISTRATION OF CODE.—The Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 shall be applied and ad-
ministered as if section 401 of the Energy Im-
provement and Extension Act of 2008, and the 
amendments made by such section, had not 
been enacted. 

SA 189. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 192, after line 21 insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. 807. ELIMINATION OF FUNDING PROHIBI-
TION. Notwithstanding section 803(d)(2)(C), 
section 803(d)(2)(C) shall have no effect. 

SA 190. Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself 
and Mr. VITTER) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 535, after line 17, add the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. llll. EXTENSION OF LOW-INCOME HOUS-

ING CREDIT RULES FOR BUILDINGS 
IN GO ZONES. 

(a) TIME FOR MAKING LOW-INCOME HOUSING 
CREDIT ALLOCATIONS.—Section 1400N(c)(5) is 
amended by striking ‘‘January 1, 2011’’ and 
inserting ‘‘January 1, 2013’’. 

(b) PERIOD FOR TREATING GO ZONES AS DIF-
FICULT DEVELOPMENT AREAS.—Section 

1400N(c)(3)(A) is amended by striking ‘‘De-
cember 31, 2010’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 
2012’’. 

SA 191. Ms. MURKOWSKI submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
to amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 122, after line 23, add the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. ENVIRONMENTAL CERTIFICATION RE-

QUIREMENT. 
Before any funds made available under this 

Act to carry out a project may be obligated 
for the project, the head of the Federal agen-
cy responsible for the project shall certify 
that all reviews and consultations required 
by law that are intended to protect human 
health or the health of the natural environ-
ment have been completed, including those 
required by— 

(1) the National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.); 

(2) the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) (including all required 
consultations under that Act); and 

(3) the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.). 

SA 192. Ms. MURKOWSKI submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
to amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 70, line 16, insert ‘‘renewable en-
ergy construction grants under section 803 of 
the Energy Independence and Security Act of 
2007 (42 U.S.C. 17282), geothermal energy pro-
grams and grants under sections 613, 614, 615, 
and 625 of the Energy Independence and Se-
curity Act of 2007 (42 U.S.C. 17192, 17193, 17194, 
17204) and the marine and hydrokinetic re-
newable energy technologies program estab-
lished under section 633 of that Act (42 U.S.C. 
17212), and for’’ after ‘‘available for’’. 

On page 70, line 22, strike ‘‘That the re-
maining $2,100,000,000’’ and insert ‘‘That, of 
the remaining $2,100,000,000, $180,000,000 shall 
be available for renewable energy construc-
tion grants under section 803 of the Energy 
Independence and Security Act of 2007 (42 
U.S.C. 17282), geothermal energy programs 
and grants under sections 613, 614, 615, and 
625 of that Act (42 U.S.C. 17192, 17193, 17194, 
17204), and the marine and hydrokinetic re-
newable energy technologies program estab-
lished under section 633 of that Act (42 U.S.C. 
17212) and $1,920,000,000’’. 

SA 193. Ms. MURKOWSKI submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
to amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 

energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 70, line 22, insert ‘‘, to remain 
available for expenditure only until Sep-
tember 30, 2010,’’ after ‘‘$2,100,000,000’’. 

SA 194. Ms. MURKOWSKI submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
to amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 73, line 1, insert ‘‘for expenditure 
only’’ after ‘‘remain available’’. 

SA 195. Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, 
Mrs. BOXER, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. KERRY, 
Mr. TESTER, Mr. UDALL, of New Mexico, 
and Ms. STABENOW) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 122, after line 23, add the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. 70l. (a) In addition to amounts made 
available by this title, there shall be made 
available— 

(1) for ‘‘Operation of the National Park 
System’’, $142,000,000; 

(2) for ‘‘National Park Service Construc-
tion’’, $811,000,000; 

(3) for ‘‘Historic Preservation Fund’’, 
$45,000,000; 

(4) for ‘‘Land Acquisition and State Assist-
ance’’, $100,000,000 to be derived from the 
land and water conservation fund established 
under section 2 of the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 460l–5) 
to provide financial assistance to States in 
accordance with section 6 of that Act (16 
U.S.C. 460l–8), subject to subsection (b); 

(5) for ‘‘United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service Resource Management’’, $110,000,000; 

(6) for ‘‘United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service Construction’’, $15,000,000; 

(7) for ‘‘State and Tribal Wildlife Grants’’, 
$50,000,000 for wildlife conservation grants to 
States and to the District of Columbia, Puer-
to Rico, Guam, the United States Virgin Is-
lands, the Northern Mariana Islands, Amer-
ican Samoa, and federally recognized Indian 
tribes under the Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 
(16 U.S.C. 742a et seq.) and the Fish and Wild-
life Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.) 
for the development and implementation of 
programs for the benefit of wildlife and wild-
life habitat, including species that are not 
hunted or fished; 

(8) for ‘‘Bureau of Land Management Man-
agement of Lands and Resources’’, 
$350,000,000; 

(9) for ‘‘Bureau of Land Management 
Wildland Fire Management’’, $20,000,000; 
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(10) for ‘‘Forest Service Capital Improve-

ment and Maintenance’’, $50,000,000; 
(11) for ‘‘Forest Service Wildland Fire Man-

agement’’, $850,000,000, of which $250,000,000 
shall be available for work on State and pri-
vate land; and 

(12) for ‘‘Bureau of Indian Affairs Oper-
ations’’, $15,000,000. 

(b) Amounts made available under sub-
section (a)(4) shall not be used for land ac-
quisition. 

(c) Amounts made available under sub-
section (a)— 

(1) shall remain available until September 
30, 2010; and 

(2) are designated as an emergency require-
ment and necessary to meet emergency 
needs pursuant to section 204(a) of S. Con. 
Res. 21 (110th Congress) and section 301(b)(2) 
of S. Con. Res. 70 (110th Congress), the con-
current resolutions on the budget for fiscal 
years 2008 and 2009. 

(d) Amounts made available by this title 
for ‘‘Forest Service Capital Improvement 
and Maintenance’’ may be— 

(1) used for reconstruction, improvement, 
decommissioning, and maintenance of roads, 
trails, bridges, and dams; and 

(2) transferred to the ‘‘National Forest 
System’’ account and other appropriate ac-
counts of the Forest Service. 

(e) Amounts made available by this title 
for ‘‘Forest Service Wildland Fire Manage-
ment’’ may be— 

(1) used for forest, rangeland, and water-
shed rehabilitation and restoration activi-
ties; and 

(2) transferred to the ‘‘National Forest 
System’’ account, the ‘‘State and Private 
Forestry’’ account, and other appropriate ac-
counts of the Forest Service. 

SA 196. Mrs. MCCASKILL submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
to amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 91, after line 23, insert the fol-
lowing: 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For an additional amount for the Recov-
ery, Accountability, and Transparency 
Website established under section 1551, 
$30,000,000: Provided, That this amount is des-
ignated as an emergency requirement and 
necessary to meet emergency needs pursuant 
to section 204(a) of S. Con. Res. 21 (110th Con-
gress) and section 301(b)(2) of S. Con. Res. 70 
(110th Congress), the concurrent resolutions 
on the budget for fiscal years 2008 and 2009. 

On page 422, strike lines 4 through 14, and 
insert the following: 

(4) The website shall include a link to the 
website established and maintained by the 
Office of Management and Budget under sec-
tion 1551. 

On page 422, line 15, strike ‘‘(6)’’ and insert 
‘‘(5)’’. 

On page 422, line 18, strike ‘‘(7)’’ and insert 
‘‘(6)’’. 

On page 428, between lines 11 and 12, insert 
the following: 

Subtitle D—Recovery, Accountability, and 
Transparency Website 

SEC. 1551. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE RECOVERY, 
ACCOUNTABILITY, AND TRANS-
PARENCY WEBSITE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Office 
of Management and Budget shall establish 
and maintain the Recovery, Accountability, 
and Transparency Website to foster greater 
accountability and transparency in the use 
of covered funds. 

(b) DATE OF ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director 
shall establish the website required under 
this section not later than 30 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 1552. WEBSITE. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The website established and 
maintained under section 1551 shall be a pub-
licly available portal or gateway to provide 
the public full transparency and account-
ability of covered funds with timely avail-
ability of information and accounting of cov-
ered funds expended at the Federal, State, 
and local level. 

(b) CONTENT AND FUNCTION.—In estab-
lishing the website established and main-
tained under section 1551, the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget shall en-
sure the following: 

(1) The website shall include information 
on relevant, economic, financial, grant, and 
contract information in user-friendly visual 
presentations. 

(2) At a minimum, the website shall in-
clude detailed information on government 
contracts and grants, including Federal, 
State, and local contracts and grants and 
any subsequent subcontracts, including 
those made by 1 private entity to another, 
that expend covered funds to include— 

(A) information about the competitiveness 
of the contracting process; 

(B) notification of solicitations for con-
tracts to be awarded; 

(C) information about the process that was 
used for the award of contracts; 

(D) information about the recipient of the 
contract to include the scope and statement 
of work under the contract; 

(E) the dollar value of the contract; 
(F) an estimate of the jobs sustained or 

created through execution of the contract in-
cluding an explanation of the estimate; 

(G) an estimate of the start date for any 
project using covered funds and a cor-
responding end date for the project; 

(H) information confirming the certifi-
cation required under section 1605 for the re-
ceipt of any covered funds; and 

(I) any other information as the Director 
determines necessary. 

(3) The website shall be fully available to 
the public. 

(4) Information included on the website 
shall be available in printable formats, to in-
clude information on covered funds obligated 
in each State and each congressional dis-
trict. 

(5) The website shall provide the informa-
tion required under paragraph (2) not later 
than 30 days after the obligation or award of 
funds. 

(6) The website shall be searchable by 
project type, geographic region, level of gov-
ernment executions and as otherwise deter-
mined necessary by the Director. 

(7) The website shall include appropriate 
links to other Government websites with in-
formation concerning covered funds includ-
ing, at a minimum, the Board website estab-
lished under section 1519. 

(c) COMPLIANCE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 

after the date of enactment of this Act, as a 
condition of receipt of funds under this Act, 
each agency shall require any recipient of 
such funds, whether from a Federal, State, 

or local contract or grant or otherwise, to 
provide the information required under sub-
section (b)(2). 

(2) INFORMATION PROVIDED BY RECIPIENTS.— 
All information required to be made by re-
cipients of covered funds under paragraph (1) 
shall be— 

(A) provided not later than 30 days after 
the receipt of such funds; and 

(B) updated not later than 30 days after 
any material changes in the execution of 
such funds. 

(3) USER-FRIENDLY MEANS FOR COMPLI-
ANCE.—In coordination with agencies and 
State and local governments, the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget shall 
provide for user-friendly means for recipi-
ents of covered funds to meet the require-
ments of this subsection. 

(d) WAIVER.—The Board may exclude post-
ing contractual or other information on the 
website on a case-by-case basis when nec-
essary to protect national security. 
SEC. 1553. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
$30,000,000 to carry out this subtitle. 

SA 197. Mr. THUNE submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted, insert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE, ETC. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Economic Recovery Act of 2009’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title, etc. 

TITLE I—TAX PROVISIONS 

Sec. 100. References. 

Subtitle A—Reduction in Individual Tax 
Rates For 2009 and 2010 

Sec. 101. 10 percent rate bracket for individ-
uals reduced to 5 percent for 
2009 and 2010. 

Sec. 102. 15 percent rate bracket for individ-
uals reduced to 10 percent for 
2009 and 2010. 

Subtitle B—Alternative Minimum Tax Relief 
For Individuals 

Sec. 111. Extension of alternative minimum 
tax relief for nonrefundable per-
sonal credits. 

Sec. 112. Increase in alternative minimum 
tax exemption amounts for 2009 
and 2010. 

Subtitle C—First-Time Homebuyer Credit 

Sec. 121. Extension and modification of 
first-time homebuyer credit. 

Subtitle D—Tax Incentives For Business 

PART 1—TEMPORARY INVESTMENT INCENTIVES 

Sec. 131. Special allowance for certain prop-
erty acquired during 2009. 

Sec. 132. Temporary increase in limitations 
on expensing of certain depre-
ciable business assets. 

PART 2—5-YEAR CARRYBACK OF OPERATING 
LOSSES 

Sec. 136. 5-year carryback of operating 
losses. 

Sec. 137. Exception for TARP recipients. 
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PART 3—DEDUCTION FOR QUALIFIED SMALL 

BUSINESS INCOME 
Sec. 141. Deduction for qualified small busi-

ness income. 
PART 4—REPEAL OF WITHHOLDING TAX ON 

GOVERNMENT CONTRACTORS 
Sec. 146. Repeal of withholding tax on gov-

ernment contractors. 
Subtitle E—Deduction For Qualified Health 

Insurance Costs of Individuals 
Sec. 151. Above-the-line deduction for quali-

fied health insurance costs of 
individuals. 

Subtitle F—Temporary Exclusion of Unem-
ployment Compensation From Gross In-
come 

Sec. 161. Temporary exclusion of unemploy-
ment compensation from gross 
income. 

Subtitle G—No Impact on Social Security 
Trust Funds 

Sec. 171. No impact on social security trust 
funds. 

TITLE II—ASSISTANCE FOR 
UNEMPLOYED WORKERS 

Sec. 200. Short title. 
Sec. 201. Extension of emergency unemploy-

ment compensation program. 
Sec. 202. Additional eligibility requirements 

for emergency unemployment 
compensation. 

Sec. 203. Special transfers. 
TITLE III—NO TAX INCREASES TO PAY 

FOR SPENDING 
Sec. 301. No Tax Increases to Pay for Spend-

ing. 
TITLE I—TAX PROVISIONS 

SEC. 100. REFERENCES. 
Except as otherwise expressly provided, 

whenever in this title an amendment or re-
peal is expressed in terms of an amendment 
to, or repeal of, a section or other provision, 
the reference shall be considered to be made 
to a section or other provision of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986. 

Subtitle A—Reduction in Individual Tax 
Rates For 2009 and 2010 

SEC. 101. 10 PERCENT RATE BRACKET FOR INDI-
VIDUALS REDUCED TO 5 PERCENT 
FOR 2009 AND 2010. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Clause (i) of section 
1(i)(1)(A) is amended by inserting ‘‘(5 percent 
in the case of any taxable year beginning in 
2009 or 2010)’’ after ‘‘10 percent’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2008. 
SEC. 102. 15 PERCENT RATE BRACKET FOR INDI-

VIDUALS REDUCED TO 10 PERCENT 
FOR 2009 AND 2010. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (i) of section 1 
is amended by redesignating paragraph (3) as 
paragraph (4) and by inserting after para-
graph (2) the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) REDUCTION IN 15 PERCENT RATE FOR 2009 
AND 2010.—In the case of any taxable year be-
ginning in 2009 or 2010, ‘10 percent’ shall be 
substituted for ‘15 percent’ in the tables 
under subsections (a), (b), (c), (d), and (e). 
The preceding sentence shall be applied after 
application of paragraph (1).’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2008. 
Subtitle B—Alternative Minimum Tax Relief 

For Individuals 
SEC. 111. EXTENSION OF ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM 

TAX RELIEF FOR NONREFUNDABLE 
PERSONAL CREDITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section 
26(a) (relating to special rule for taxable 
years 2000 through 2008) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘or 2008’’ and inserting 
‘‘2008, 2009, or 2010’’, and 

(2) by striking ‘‘2008’’ in the heading there-
of and inserting ‘‘2010’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2008. 
SEC. 112. INCREASE IN ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM 

TAX EXEMPTION AMOUNTS FOR 2009 
AND 2010. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 
55(d) (relating to exemption amount) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘($69,950 in the case of tax-
able years beginning in 2008)’’ in subpara-
graph (A) and inserting ‘‘($55,000 in the case 
of taxable years beginning in 2009 or 2010)’’, 
and 

(2) by striking ‘‘($46,200 in the case of tax-
able years beginning in 2008)’’ in subpara-
graph (B) and inserting ‘‘($38,750 in the case 
of taxable years beginning in 2009 or 2010)’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2008. 

Subtitle C—First-Time Homebuyer Credit 
SEC. 121. EXTENSION AND MODIFICATION OF 

FIRST-TIME HOMEBUYER CREDIT. 
(a) EXTENSION OF CREDIT.—Subsection (i) of 

section 36 (as redesignated by subsection (d)) 
is amended by striking ‘‘July 1, 2009’’ and in-
serting ‘‘January 1, 2010’’. 

(b) REPEAL OF FIRST-TIME HOMEBUYER RE-
QUIREMENT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section 
36 is amended by striking ‘‘an individual who 
is a first-time homebuyer of a principal resi-
dence’’ and inserting ‘‘an individual who pur-
chases a principal residence’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(A) Section 36(b)(1)(A) is amended by in-

serting ‘‘with respect to any taxpayer for 
any taxable year’’ after ‘‘subsection (a)’’. 

(B) Section 36(c) is amended by striking 
paragraph (1) and by redesignating para-
graphs (2) through (5) as paragraphs (1) 
through (4), respectively. 

(C) The heading of section 36 (and the item 
relating to such section in the table of sec-
tions for subpart C of part IV of subchapter 
A of chapter 1) are amended by striking ‘‘first- 
time homebuyer’’ and inserting ‘‘homebuyer’’. 

(c) REPEAL OF RECAPTURE RULES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (4) of section 

36(f) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subparagraph: 

‘‘(D) WAIVER OF RECAPTURE FOR PURCHASES 
IN 2009.—In the case of any credit allowed 
with respect to the purchase of a principal 
residence after December 31, 2008— 

‘‘(i) paragraph (1) shall not apply, and 
‘‘(ii) paragraph (2) shall apply only if the 

disposition or cessation described in para-
graph (2) with respect to such residence oc-
curs during the 36-month period beginning 
on the date of the purchase of such residence 
by the taxpayer.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subsection 
(g) of section 36 is amended by striking ‘‘sub-
section (c)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsections (c) 
and (f)(4)(D)’’. 

(d) DOWNPAYMENT REQUIREMENT.—Section 
36 is amended by redesignating subsection 
(h) as subsection (i) and by inserting after 
subsection (g) the following new subsection: 

‘‘(h) DOWNPAYMENT REQUIREMENT.—No 
credit shall be allowed under subsection (a) 
to any taxpayer with respect to the purchase 
of any residence unless such taxpayer makes 
a downpayment of not less 5 percent of the 
purchase price of such residence. For pur-
poses of the preceding sentence, an amount 
shall not be treated as a downpayment if 
such amount is repayable by the taxpayer to 
any other person.’’. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall apply to residences purchased 
after December 31, 2008. 

(2) DOWNPAYMENT REQUIREMENT.—The 
amendment made by subsection (d) shall 
apply to residences purchased after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

Subtitle D—Tax Incentives For Business 
PART 1—TEMPORARY INVESTMENT 

INCENTIVES 
SEC. 131. SPECIAL ALLOWANCE FOR CERTAIN 

PROPERTY ACQUIRED DURING 2009. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section 

168(k) is amended— 
(1) by striking ‘‘January 1, 2010’’ and in-

serting ‘‘January 1, 2011’’, and 
(2) by striking ‘‘January 1, 2009’’ each place 

it appears and inserting ‘‘January 1, 2010’’. 
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) The heading for subsection (k) of sec-

tion 168 is amended by striking ‘‘JANUARY 1, 
2009’’ and inserting ‘‘JANUARY 1, 2010’’. 

(2) The heading for clause (ii) of section 
168(k)(2)(B) is amended by striking ‘‘PRE-JAN-
UARY 1, 2009’’ and inserting ‘‘PRE-JANUARY 1, 
2010’’. 

(3) Subparagraph (D) of section 168(k)(4) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of clause 
(i), 

(B) by redesignating clause (ii) as clause 
(v), and 

(C) by inserting after clause (i) the fol-
lowing new clauses: 

‘‘(ii) ‘April 1, 2008’ shall be substituted for 
‘January 1, 2008’ in subparagraph (A)(iii)(I) 
thereof, 

‘‘(iii) ‘January 1, 2009’ shall be substituted 
for ‘January 1, 2010’ each place it appears, 

‘‘(iv) ‘January 1, 2010’ shall be substituted 
for ‘January 1, 2011’ in subparagraph (A)(iv) 
thereof, and’’. 

(4) Subparagraph (B) of section 168(l)(5) is 
amended by striking ‘‘January 1, 2009’’ and 
inserting ‘‘January 1, 2010’’. 

(5) Subparagraph (B) of section 1400N(d)(3) 
is amended by striking ‘‘January 1, 2009’’ and 
inserting ‘‘January 1, 2010’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall apply to property placed in 
service after December 31, 2008, in taxable 
years ending after such date. 

(2) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 
168(k)(4)(D)(ii) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986, as added by subsection (b)(3)(C), shall 
apply to taxable years ending after March 31, 
2008. 
SEC. 132. TEMPORARY INCREASE IN LIMITATIONS 

ON EXPENSING OF CERTAIN DEPRE-
CIABLE BUSINESS ASSETS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (7) of section 
179(b) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘2008’’ and inserting ‘‘2008, 
or 2009’’, and 

(2) by striking ‘‘2008’’ in the heading thereof 
and inserting ‘‘2008, AND 2009’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2008. 

PART 2—5-YEAR CARRYBACK OF 
OPERATING LOSSES 

SEC. 136. 5-YEAR CARRYBACK OF OPERATING 
LOSSES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (H) of sec-
tion 172(b)(1) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(H) CARRYBACK FOR 2008 AND 2009 NET OPER-
ATING LOSSES.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an applica-
ble 2008 or 2009 net operating loss with re-
spect to which the taxpayer has elected the 
application of this subparagraph— 

‘‘(I) subparagraph (A)(i) shall be applied by 
substituting any whole number elected by 
the taxpayer which is more than 2 and less 
than 6 for ‘2’, 

‘‘(II) subparagraph (E)(ii) shall be applied 
by substituting the whole number which is 
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one less than the whole number substituted 
under subclause (II) for ‘2’, and 

‘‘(III) subparagraph (F) shall not apply. 
‘‘(ii) APPLICABLE 2008 OR 2009 NET OPERATING 

LOSS.—For purposes of this subparagraph, 
the term ‘applicable 2008 or 2009 net oper-
ating loss’ means— 

‘‘(I) the taxpayer’s net operating loss for 
any taxable year ending in 2008 or 2009, or 

‘‘(II) if the taxpayer elects to have this 
subclause apply in lieu of subclause (I), the 
taxpayer’s net operating loss for any taxable 
year beginning in 2008 or 2009. 

‘‘(iii) ELECTION.—Any election under this 
subparagraph shall be made in such manner 
as may be prescribed by the Secretary, and 
shall be made by the due date (including ex-
tension of time) for filing the taxpayer’s re-
turn for the taxable year of the net oper-
ating loss. Any such election, once made, 
shall be irrevocable. 

‘‘(iv) COORDINATION WITH ALTERNATIVE TAX 
NET OPERATING LOSS DEDUCTION.—In the case 
of a taxpayer who elects to have clause 
(ii)(II) apply, section 56(d)(1)(A)(ii) shall be 
applied by substituting ‘ending during 2001 
or 2002 or beginning during 2008 or 2009’ for 
‘ending during 2001, 2002, 2008, or 2009’.’’. 

(b) ALTERNATIVE TAX NET OPERATING LOSS 
DEDUCTION.—Subclause (I) of section 
56(d)(1)(A)(ii) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(I) the amount of such deduction attrib-
utable to the sum of carrybacks of net oper-
ating losses from taxable years ending dur-
ing 2001, 2002, 2008, or 2009 and carryovers of 
net operating losses to such taxable years, 
or’’. 

(c) LOSS FROM OPERATIONS OF LIFE INSUR-
ANCE COMPANIES.—Subsection (b) of section 
810 is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(4) CARRYBACK FOR 2008 AND 2009 LOSSES.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an appli-

cable 2008 or 2009 loss from operations with 
respect to which the taxpayer has elected 
the application of this paragraph, paragraph 
(1)(A) shall be applied, at the election of the 
taxpayer, by substituting ‘5’ or ‘4’ for ‘3’. 

‘‘(B) APPLICABLE 2008 OR 2009 LOSS FROM OP-
ERATIONS.—For purposes of this paragraph, 
the term ‘applicable 2008 or 2009 loss from op-
erations’ means— 

‘‘(i) the taxpayer’s loss from operations for 
any taxable year ending in 2008 or 2009, or 

‘‘(ii) if the taxpayer elects to have this 
clause apply in lieu of clause (i), the tax-
payer’s loss from operations for any taxable 
year beginning in 2008 or 2009. 

‘‘(C) ELECTION.—Any election under this 
paragraph shall be made in such manner as 
may be prescribed by the Secretary, and 
shall be made by the due date (including ex-
tension of time) for filing the taxpayer’s re-
turn for the taxable year of the loss from op-
erations. Any such election, once made, shall 
be irrevocable. 

‘‘(D) COORDINATION WITH ALTERNATIVE TAX 
NET OPERATING LOSS DEDUCTION.—In the case 
of a taxpayer who elects to have subpara-
graph (B)(ii) apply, section 56(d)(1)(A)(ii) 
shall be applied by substituting ‘ending dur-
ing 2001 or 2002 or beginning during 2008 or 
2009’ for ‘ending during 2001, 2002, 2008, or 
2009’.’’. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 172 
is amended by striking subsection (k). 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this subsection, the amendments 
made by this section shall apply to net oper-
ating losses arising in taxable years ending 
after December 31, 2007. 

(2) ALTERNATIVE TAX NET OPERATING LOSS 
DEDUCTION.—The amendment made by sub-
section (b) shall apply to taxable years end-
ing after 1997. 

(3) LOSS FROM OPERATIONS OF LIFE INSUR-
ANCE COMPANIES.—The amendment made by 

subsection (d) shall apply to losses from op-
erations arising in taxable years ending after 
December 31, 2007. 

(4) TRANSITIONAL RULE.—In the case of a 
net operating loss (or, in the case of a life in-
surance company, a loss from operations) for 
a taxable year ending before the date of the 
enactment of this Act— 

(A) any election made under section 
172(b)(3) or 810(b)(3) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 with respect to such loss may 
(notwithstanding such section) be revoked 
before the applicable date, 

(B) any election made under section 
172(b)(1)(H) or 810(b)(4) of such Code with re-
spect to such loss shall (notwithstanding 
such section) be treated as timely made if 
made before the applicable date, and 

(C) any application under section 6411(a) of 
such Code with respect to such loss shall be 
treated as timely filed if filed before the ap-
plicable date. 
For purposes of this paragraph, the term 
‘‘applicable date’’ means the date which is 60 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. 137. EXCEPTION FOR TARP RECIPIENTS. 

The amendments made by this part shall 
not apply to— 

(1) any taxpayer if— 
(A) the Federal Government acquires, at 

any time, an equity interest in the taxpayer 
pursuant to the Emergency Economic Sta-
bilization Act of 2008, or 

(B) the Federal Government acquires, at 
any time, any warrant (or other right) to ac-
quire any equity interest with respect to the 
taxpayer pursuant to such Act, 

(2) the Federal National Mortgage Associa-
tion and the Federal Home Loan Mortgage 
Corporation, and 

(3) any taxpayer which at any time in 2008 
or 2009 is a member of the same affiliated 
group (as defined in section 1504 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986, determined with-
out regard to subsection (b) thereof) as a tax-
payer described in paragraph (1) or (2). 

PART 3—DEDUCTION FOR QUALIFIED 
SMALL BUSINESS INCOME 

SEC. 141. DEDUCTION FOR QUALIFIED SMALL 
BUSINESS INCOME. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 
199(a) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There shall be allowed as 
a deduction an amount equal to the sum of— 

‘‘(A) 9 percent of the lesser of— 
‘‘(i) the qualified production activities in-

come of the taxpayer for the taxable year, or 
‘‘(ii) taxable income (determined without 

regard to this section) for the taxable year, 
and 

‘‘(B) in the case of a qualified small busi-
ness for a taxable year beginning in 2009 or 
2010, 20 percent of the lesser of— 

‘‘(i) the qualified small business income of 
the taxpayer for the taxable year, or 

‘‘(ii) taxable income (determined without 
regard to this section) for the taxable year.’’. 

(b) QUALIFIED SMALL BUSINESS; QUALIFIED 
SMALL BUSINESS INCOME.—Section 199 is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(e) QUALIFIED SMALL BUSINESS; QUALIFIED 
SMALL BUSINESS INCOME.— 

‘‘(1) QUALIFIED SMALL BUSINESS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec-

tion, the term ‘qualified small business’ 
means any taxpayer for any taxable year if 
the annual average number of employees em-
ployed by such taxpayer during such taxable 
year was 500 or fewer. 

‘‘(B) AGGREGATION RULE.—For purposes of 
subparagraph (A), any person treated as a 
single employer under subsection (a) or (b) of 
section 52 (applied without regard to section 
1563(b)) or subsection (m) or (o) of section 414 
shall be treated as 1 taxpayer for purposes of 
this subsection. 

‘‘(C) SPECIAL RULE.—If a taxpayer is treat-
ed as a qualified small business for any tax-
able year, the taxpayer shall not fail to be 
treated as a qualified small business for any 
subsequent taxable year solely because the 
number of employees employed by such tax-
payer during such subsequent taxable year 
exceeds 500. The preceding sentence shall 
cease to apply to such taxpayer in the first 
taxable year in which there is an ownership 
change (as defined by section 382(g) in re-
spect of a corporation, or by applying prin-
ciples analogous to such ownership change in 
the case of a taxpayer that is a partnership) 
with respect to the stock (or partnership in-
terests) of the taxpayer. 

‘‘(2) QUALIFIED SMALL BUSINESS INCOME.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec-

tion, the term ‘qualified small business in-
come’ means the excess of— 

‘‘(i) the income of the qualified small busi-
ness which— 

‘‘(I) is attributable to the actual conduct of 
a trade or business, 

‘‘(II) is income from sources within the 
United States (within the meaning of section 
861), and 

‘‘(III) is not passive income (as defined in 
section 904(d)(2)(B)), over 

‘‘(ii) the sum of— 
‘‘(I) the cost of goods sold that are allo-

cable to such income, and 
‘‘(II) other expenses, losses, or deductions 

(other than the deduction allowed under this 
section), which are properly allocable to 
such income. 

‘‘(B) EXCEPTIONS.—The following shall not 
be treated as income of a qualified small 
business for purposes of subparagraph (A): 

‘‘(i) Any income which is attributable to 
any property described in section 1400N(p)(3). 

‘‘(ii) Any income which is attributable to 
the ownership or management of any profes-
sional sports team. 

‘‘(iii) Any income which is attributable to 
a trade or business described in subpara-
graph (B) of section 1202(e)(3). 

‘‘(iv) Any income which is attributable to 
any property with respect to which records 
are required to be maintained under section 
2257 of title 18, United States Code. 

‘‘(C) ALLOCATION RULES, ETC.—Rules simi-
lar to the rules of paragraphs (2), (3), (4)(D), 
and (7) of subsection (c) shall apply for pur-
poses of this paragraph. 

‘‘(3) SPECIAL RULES.—Except as otherwise 
provided by the Secretary, rules similar to 
the rules of subsection (d) shall apply for 
purposes of this subsection.’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
199(a)(2) is amended by striking ‘‘paragraph 
(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (1)(A)’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2008. 

PART 4—REPEAL OF WITHHOLDING TAX 
ON GOVERNMENT CONTRACTORS 

SEC. 146. REPEAL OF WITHHOLDING TAX ON GOV-
ERNMENT CONTRACTORS. 

Section 3402 is amended by striking sub-
section (t). 

Subtitle E—Deduction For Qualified Health 
Insurance Costs of Individuals 

SEC. 151. ABOVE-THE-LINE DEDUCTION FOR 
QUALIFIED HEALTH INSURANCE 
COSTS OF INDIVIDUALS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part VII of subchapter B 
of chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 (relating to additional itemized deduc-
tions) is amended by redesignating section 
224 as section 225 and by inserting after sec-
tion 223 the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 224. COSTS OF QUALIFIED HEALTH INSUR-

ANCE. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an indi-

vidual, there shall be allowed as a deduction 
an amount equal to the amount paid during 
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the taxable year for coverage for the tax-
payer, his spouse, and dependents under 
qualified health insurance. 

‘‘(b) QUALIFIED HEALTH INSURANCE.—For 
purposes of this section, the term ‘qualified 
health insurance’ means insurance which 
constitutes medical care; except that such 
term shall not include any insurance if sub-
stantially all of its coverage is of excepted 
benefits described in section 9832(c). 

‘‘(c) SPECIAL RULES.— 
‘‘(1) COORDINATION WITH MEDICAL DEDUC-

TION, ETC.—Any amount paid by a taxpayer 
for insurance to which subsection (a) applies 
shall not be taken into account in computing 
the amount allowable to the taxpayer as a 
deduction under section 162(l) or 213(a). Any 
amount taken into account in determining 
the credit allowed under section 35 shall not 
be taken into account for purposes of this 
section. 

‘‘(2) DEDUCTION NOT ALLOWED FOR SELF-EM-
PLOYMENT TAX PURPOSES.—The deduction al-
lowable by reason of this section shall not be 
taken into account in determining an indi-
vidual’s net earnings from self-employment 
(within the meaning of section 1402(a)) for 
purposes of chapter 2.’’. 

(b) DEDUCTION ALLOWED IN COMPUTING AD-
JUSTED GROSS INCOME.—Subsection (a) of sec-
tion 62 of such Code is amended by inserting 
before the last sentence the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(22) COSTS OF QUALIFIED HEALTH INSUR-
ANCE.—The deduction allowed by section 
224.’’. 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for part VII of subchapter B of chap-
ter 1 of such Code is amended by redesig-
nating the item relating to section 224 as an 
item relating to section 225 and inserting be-
fore such item the following new item: 
‘‘Sec. 224. Costs of qualified health insur-

ance.’’. 
(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 

made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2008. 
Subtitle F—Temporary Exclusion of Unem-

ployment Compensation From Gross In-
come 

SEC. 161. TEMPORARY EXCLUSION OF UNEM-
PLOYMENT COMPENSATION FROM 
GROSS INCOME. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 85 is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(c) EXCLUSION OF AMOUNTS RECEIVED IN 
2008 AND 2009.—Subsection (a) shall not apply 
to any unemployment compensation re-
ceived in 2008 or 2009.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to 
amounts received after December 31, 2007. 

Subtitle G—No Impact on Social Security 
Trust Funds 

SEC. 171. NO IMPACT ON SOCIAL SECURITY 
TRUST FUNDS. 

(a) ESTIMATE BY SECRETARY OF THE TREAS-
URY.—The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
annually estimate the impact that the en-
actment of this Act has on the income and 
balances of the trust funds established under 
section 201 or 1817 of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 401, 1395i). 

(b) TRANSFER OF FUNDS.—If, under sub-
section (a), the Secretary of the Treasury es-
timates that the enactment of this Act has a 
negative impact on the income and balances 
of the trust funds established under section 
201 or 1817 of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 401, 1395i), the Secretary shall trans-
fer, not less frequently than quarterly, from 
the general revenues of the Federal Govern-
ment an amount sufficient so as to ensure 
that the income and balances of such trust 
funds are not reduced as a result of the en-
actment of this Act. 

TITLE II—ASSISTANCE FOR UNEMPLOYED 
WORKERS 

SEC. 200. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Assistance 

for Unemployed Workers Act’’. 
SEC. 201. EXTENSION OF EMERGENCY UNEM-

PLOYMENT COMPENSATION PRO-
GRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 4007 of the Sup-
plemental Appropriations Act, 2008 (Public 
Law 110–252; 26 U.S.C. 3304 note), as amended 
by section 4 of the Unemployment Com-
pensation Extension Act of 2008 (Public Law 
110–449; 122 Stat. 5015), is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘March 31, 2009’’ each place 
it appears and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2009’’; 

(2) in the heading for subsection (b)(2), by 
striking ‘‘MARCH 31, 2009’’ and inserting ‘‘DE-
CEMBER 31, 2009’’; and 

(3) in subsection (b)(3), by striking ‘‘August 
27, 2009’’ and inserting ‘‘May 31, 2010’’. 

(b) FINANCING PROVISIONS.—Section 4004 of 
such Act is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(e) TRANSFER OF FUNDS.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall transfer from 
the general fund of the Treasury (from funds 
not otherwise appropriated)— 

‘‘(1) to the extended unemployment com-
pensation account (as established by section 
905 of the Social Security Act) such sums as 
the Secretary of Labor estimates to be nec-
essary to make payments to States under 
this title by reason of the amendments made 
by section 201(a) of the Assistance for Unem-
ployed Workers Act; and 

‘‘(2) to the employment security adminis-
tration account (as established by section 901 
of the Social Security Act) such sums as the 
Secretary of Labor estimates to be necessary 
for purposes of assisting States in meeting 
administrative costs by reason of the amend-
ments referred to in paragraph (1). 
There are appropriated from the general fund 
of the Treasury, without fiscal year limita-
tion, the sums referred to in the preceding 
sentence and such sums shall not be required 
to be repaid.’’. 
SEC. 202. ADDITIONAL ELIGIBILITY REQUIRE-

MENTS FOR EMERGENCY UNEM-
PLOYMENT COMPENSATION. 

Section 4001 of the Supplemental Appro-
priations Act, 2008 (Public Law 110–252; 26 
U.S.C. 3304 note) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘‘Additional Eligibility Requirements 
‘‘(g)(1) IN GENERAL.—A State shall require 

as a condition of eligibility for emergency 
unemployment compensation under this Act 
for any week— 

‘‘(A) in the case of any individual described 
in paragraph (2), that such individual— 

‘‘(i) have a secondary school diploma or its 
recognized equivalent; or 

‘‘(ii) be making satisfactory progress in a 
program that leads to a secondary school di-
ploma or its recognized equivalent; and 

‘‘(B) in the case of any individual described 
in paragraph (3), that such individual par-
ticipate in reemployment services or in simi-
lar services (or, if such services were ongoing 
as of when such individual most recently ex-
hausted regular compensation before seeking 
emergency unemployment compensation, 
that such individual continue to participate 
in such services), unless the State agency 
charged with the administration of the State 
law determines that— 

‘‘(i) such individual has completed such 
services as of a date subsequent to the com-
mencement of emergency unemployment 
compensation; or 

‘‘(ii) there is justifiable cause for such indi-
vidual’s failure to participate in such serv-
ices. 

‘‘(2) INDIVIDUALS TO WHOM PARAGRAPH 
(1)(A) APPLIES.—The requirements of para-

graph (1)(A) shall apply in the case of any in-
dividual who was under age 30 at the time of 
filing an initial claim for the regular com-
pensation that such individual most recently 
exhausted before seeking emergency unem-
ployment compensation. 

‘‘(3) INDIVIDUALS TO WHOM PARAGRAPH 
(1)(B) APPLIES.—The requirements of para-
graph (1)(B) shall apply in the case of any in-
dividual who, as of the time of filing an ini-
tial claim for the regular compensation that 
such individual most recently exhausted be-
fore seeking emergency unemployment com-
pensation, was identified under the State 
profiling system (described in section 303(j) 
of the Social Security Act) as being a claim-
ant who— 

‘‘(A) was likely to exhaust regular com-
pensation; and 

‘‘(B) would need job search assistance serv-
ices to make a successful transition to new 
employment. 

‘‘(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This subsection 
shall apply in the case of any individual fil-
ing an initial application for emergency un-
employment compensation after the end of 
the 3-month period beginning on the date of 
the enactment of this subsection.’’. 
SEC. 203. SPECIAL TRANSFERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 903 of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1103) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘Special Transfer in Fiscal Year 2009 for 
Benefits 

‘‘(f)(1) In addition to any other amounts, 
the Secretary of the Treasury shall transfer 
from the Federal unemployment account to 
the account of each State in the Unemploy-
ment Trust Fund, within 30 days after the 
date of the enactment of this subsection, the 
amount determined with respect to such 
State under paragraph (2). 

‘‘(2) The amount to be transferred under 
this subsection to a State account shall (as 
determined by the Secretary of Labor and 
certified by such Secretary to the Secretary 
of the Treasury) be equal to the amount ob-
tained by multiplying $7,000,000,000 by the 
same ratio as would apply under subsection 
(a)(2)(B) for purposes of determining such 
State’s share of any excess amount (as de-
scribed in subsection (a)(1)) that would have 
been subject to transfer to State accounts, 
as of October 1, 2008, under the provisions of 
subsection (a). 

‘‘(3) Any amount transferred to the ac-
count of a State as a result of the enactment 
of this subsection may be used by the State 
agency of such State only in the payment of 
cash benefits to individuals with respect to 
their unemployment, exclusive of expenses 
of administration. 

‘‘Special Transfer in Fiscal Year 2009 for 
Administration 

‘‘(g)(1) In addition to any other amounts, 
the Secretary of the Treasury shall transfer 
from the employment security administra-
tion account to the account of each State in 
the Unemployment Trust Fund, within 30 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
subsection, the amount determined with re-
spect to such State under paragraph (2). 

‘‘(2) The amount to be transferred under 
this subsection to a State account shall (as 
determined by the Secretary of Labor and 
certified by such Secretary to the Secretary 
of the Treasury) be equal to the amount ob-
tained by multiplying $500,000,000 by the 
same ratio as determined under subsection 
(f)(2) with respect to such State. 

‘‘(3) Any amount transferred to the ac-
count of a State as a result of the enactment 
of this subsection may be used by the State 
agency of such State only in the payment of 
expenses incurred by it for— 

‘‘(A) the improvement of unemployment 
benefit and unemployment tax operations, 
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including responding to increased demand 
for unemployment compensation; and 

‘‘(B) staff-assisted reemployment services 
for unemployment compensation claim-
ants.’’. 

(b) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of Labor 
may prescribe any regulations, operating in-
structions, or other guidance necessary to 
carry out the amendment made by sub-
section (a). 

TITLE III—NO TAX INCREASES TO PAY 
FOR SPENDING 

SEC. 301. NO TAX INCREASES TO PAY FOR SPEND-
ING. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that— 
(1) according to the economic forecast re-

leased by the non-partisan Congressional 
Budget Office on January 7, 2009, unemploy-
ment in the United States is expected to be 
above the level estimated for calendar year 
2008 until the year 2015, and 

(2) raising taxes on families and employers 
during times of high unemployment delays 
economic recovery and the creation of new 
jobs. 

(b) DECLARATION OF POLICY.—It is the pol-
icy of the United States that— 

(1) outlays from the Treasury of the United 
States that occur as a result of any provision 
of this Act shall not be offset through the en-
actment of new legislation that results in in-
creases in revenues to the Treasury of the 
United States, but, if such outlays are offset, 
such offsets shall be through the enactment 
of legislation that results in a reduction in 
other outlays, and 

(2) the effective rate of tax imposed on in-
dividuals or businesses shall not be in-
creased, whether by operation of a provision 
of existing law or the enactment of new leg-
islation, during any year in which unemploy-
ment is projected to exceed the level of un-
employment for calendar year 2008. 

SA 198. Mr. INHOFE (for himself and 
Mr. THUNE) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for him-
self and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, 
making supplemental appropriations 
for job preservation and creation, in-
frastructure investment, energy effi-
ciency and science, assistance to the 
unemployed, and State and local fiscal 
stabilization, for fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2009, and for other pur-
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

On page 57, between lines 5 and 6, insert 
the following: 

SEC. ll. None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available to any depart-
ment or agency of the United States Govern-
ment by this Act or any other Act may be 
obligated or expended for any of the fol-
lowing purposes: 

(1) To transfer any detainee of the United 
States housed at Naval Station, Guanta-
namo Bay, Cuba, to any facility in the 
United States or its territories. 

(2) To construct, improve, modify, or oth-
erwise enhance any facility in the United 
States or its territories for the purpose of 
housing any detainee described in paragraph 
(1). 

(3) To house or otherwise incarcerate any 
detainee described in paragraph (1) in the 
United States or its territories. 

SA 199. Mr. LINCOLN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 

creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 570, after line 8, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. —. EXTENSION OF REDUCTION IN RATE OF 

TAX ON QUALIFIED TIMBER GAIN OF 
CORPORATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1201(b)(1) is 
amended by striking ‘‘1 year after such date’’ 
and inserting ‘‘3 years after such date’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subpara-
graph (B) of section 1201(b)(3) is amended by 
striking ‘‘1 year after such date’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘3 years after such date’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 
SEC. —. EXTENSION OF TIMBER REIT MOD-

ERNIZATION AND MODIFCATION OF 
PROHIBITED TRANSACTION RULES 
FOR TIMBER PROPERTY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (8) of section 
856(c) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘the taxpayer’s first taxable 
year’’ and inserting ‘‘the taxpayer’s third 
taxable year’’, and 

(2) by striking ‘‘1 year after such date’’ and 
inserting ‘‘3 years after such date’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 
SEC. —. EXTENSION OF QUALIFICATION OF MIN-

ERAL ROYALTY INCOME FOR TIM-
BER REITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 856(c)(2)(I) is 
amended by inserting ‘‘, second, or third’’ 
after ‘‘the first’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 

SA 200. Mr. DORGAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 570, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 
SEC. lll. TAXATION OF INCOME OF CON-

TROLLED FOREIGN CORPORATIONS 
ATTRIBUTABLE TO IMPORTED PROP-
ERTY. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.—Subsection (a) of sec-
tion 954 (defining foreign base company in-
come) is amended by striking the period at 
the end of paragraph (5) and inserting ‘‘, 
and’’, by redesignating paragraph (5) as para-
graph (4), and by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(5) imported property income for the tax-
able year (determined under subsection (j) 
and reduced as provided in subsection 
(b)(5)).’’. 

(b) DEFINITION OF IMPORTED PROPERTY IN-
COME.—Section 954 is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(j) IMPORTED PROPERTY INCOME.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of sub-

section (a)(5), the term ‘imported property 

income’ means income (whether in the form 
of profits, commissions, fees, or otherwise) 
derived in connection with— 

‘‘(A) manufacturing, producing, growing, 
or extracting imported property; 

‘‘(B) the sale, exchange, or other disposi-
tion of imported property; or 

‘‘(C) the lease, rental, or licensing of im-
ported property. 
Such term shall not include any foreign oil 
and gas extraction income (within the mean-
ing of section 907(c)) or any foreign oil re-
lated income (within the meaning of section 
907(c)). 

‘‘(2) IMPORTED PROPERTY.—For purposes of 
this subsection— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this paragraph, the term ‘imported 
property’ means property which is imported 
into the United States by the controlled for-
eign corporation or a related person. 

‘‘(B) IMPORTED PROPERTY INCLUDES CERTAIN 
PROPERTY IMPORTED BY UNRELATED PER-
SONS.—The term ‘imported property’ in-
cludes any property imported into the 
United States by an unrelated person if, 
when such property was sold to the unrelated 
person by the controlled foreign corporation 
(or a related person), it was reasonable to ex-
pect that— 

‘‘(i) such property would be imported into 
the United States; or 

‘‘(ii) such property would be used as a com-
ponent in other property which would be im-
ported into the United States. 

‘‘(C) EXCEPTION FOR PROPERTY SUBSE-
QUENTLY EXPORTED.—The term ‘imported 
property’ does not include any property 
which is imported into the United States and 
which— 

‘‘(i) before substantial use in the United 
States, is sold, leased, or rented by the con-
trolled foreign corporation or a related per-
son for direct use, consumption, or disposi-
tion outside the United States; or 

‘‘(ii) is used by the controlled foreign cor-
poration or a related person as a component 
in other property which is so sold, leased, or 
rented. 

‘‘(D) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN AGRICULTURAL 
COMMODITIES.—The term ‘imported property’ 
does not include any agricultural commodity 
which is not grown in the United States in 
commercially marketable quantities. 

‘‘(3) DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES.— 
‘‘(A) IMPORT.—For purposes of this sub-

section, the term ‘import’ means entering, or 
withdrawal from warehouse, for consumption 
or use. Such term includes any grant of the 
right to use intangible property (as defined 
in section 936(h)(3)(B)) in the United States. 

‘‘(B) UNITED STATES.—For purposes of this 
subsection, the term ‘United States’ includes 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Vir-
gin Islands of the United States, Guam, 
American Samoa, and the Commonwealth of 
the Northern Mariana Islands. 

‘‘(C) UNRELATED PERSON.—For purposes of 
this subsection, the term ‘unrelated person’ 
means any person who is not a related per-
son with respect to the controlled foreign 
corporation. 

‘‘(D) COORDINATION WITH FOREIGN BASE COM-
PANY SALES INCOME.—For purposes of this 
section, the term ‘foreign base company 
sales income’ shall not include any imported 
property income.’’. 

(c) SEPARATE APPLICATION OF LIMITATIONS 
ON FOREIGN TAX CREDIT FOR IMPORTED PROP-
ERTY INCOME.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 
904(d) (relating to separate application of 
section with respect to certain categories of 
income) is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 
end of subparagraph (A), by redesignating 
subparagraph (B) as subparagraph (C), and by 
inserting after subparagraph (A) the fol-
lowing new subparagraph: 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S1471 February 3, 2009 
‘‘(B) imported property income, and’’. 
(2) IMPORTED PROPERTY INCOME DEFINED.— 

Paragraph (2) of section 904(d) is amended by 
redesignating subparagraphs (I), (J), and (K) 
as subparagraphs (J), (K), and (L), respec-
tively, and by inserting after subparagraph 
(H) the following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(I) IMPORTED PROPERTY INCOME.—The 
term ‘imported property income’ means any 
income received or accrued by any person 
which is of a kind which would be imported 
property income (as defined in section 
954(j)).’’. 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Clause (ii) of 
section 904(d)(2)(A) is amended by inserting 
‘‘or imported property income’’ after ‘‘pas-
sive category income’’. 

(d) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Clause (iii) of section 952(c)(1)(B) (relat-

ing to certain prior year deficits may be 
taken into account) is amended— 

(A) by redesignating subclauses (II), (III), 
(IV), and (V) as subclauses (III), (IV), (V), and 
(VI), and 

(B) by inserting after subclause (I) the fol-
lowing new subclause: 

‘‘(II) imported property income,’’. 
(2) The last sentence of paragraph (4) of 

section 954(b) (relating to exception for cer-
tain income subject to high foreign taxes) is 
amended by striking ‘‘subsection (a)(5)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘subsection (a)(4)’’. 

(3) Paragraph (5) of section 954(b) (relating 
to deductions to be taken into account) is 
amended by striking ‘‘and the foreign base 
company oil related income’’ and inserting 
‘‘the foreign base company oil related in-
come, and the imported property income’’. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years of foreign corporations beginning after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, and to 
taxable years of United States shareholders 
within which or with which such taxable 
years of such foreign corporations end. 

SA 201. Mrs. KLOBUCHAR (for her-
self, Mr. HATCH, Mr. BENNETT, and Mr. 
KOHL) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 98 proposed by Mr. INOUYE (for him-
self and Mr. BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, 
making supplemental appropriations 
for job preservation and creation, in-
frastructure investment, energy effi-
ciency and science, assistance to the 
unemployed, and State and local fiscal 
stabilization, for fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2009, and for other pur-
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows: 

On page 359, line 22, insert ‘‘In promul-
gating such regulations, the Secretary shall 
not require that data be de-identified or re-
quire valid authorization for use or disclo-
sure for activities described in paragraph (1) 
of the definition of health care operations 
under such section 164.501.’’ after ‘‘disclo-
sure.’’. 

On page 360, line 6, insert at the end the 
following: ‘‘Nothing in this subsection may 
be construed to supersede any provision 
under subsection (e) or section 13406(a).’’. 

SA 202. Mr. SANDERS submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 

other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 244, between lines 2 and 3, insert 
the following: 

SEC. 12ll. Amounts made available under 
this title for distribution by the Federal 
Highway Administration for surface trans-
portation projects shall not be subject to 
section 133(c) of title 23, United States Code, 
or any other provision of law that restricts 
the use of those funds for projects relating to 
local or rural roads or bridges. 

SA 203. Mr. SANDERS (for himself 
and Mr. LEAHY) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 228, line 19, strike ‘‘$20,000,000’’ and 
insert $1,000,000’’. 

SA 204. Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself, 
Mr. VITTER, and Mr. SPECTER) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed to amendment SA 98 proposed 
by Mr. INOUYE (for himself and Mr. 
BAUCUS) to the bill H.R. 1, making sup-
plemental appropriations for job pres-
ervation and creation, infrastructure 
investment, energy efficiency and 
science, assistance to the unemployed, 
and State and local fiscal stabilization, 
for fiscal year ending September 30, 
2009, and for other purposes; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 61, line 22, strike ‘‘$2,000,000,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$4,000,000,000’’. 

On page 63, line 21, strike ‘‘$500,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$1,000,000,000’’. 

On page 65, line 4, strike ‘‘$1,900,000,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$3,800,000,000’’. 

On page 65, line 23, insert ‘‘Provided further, 
That in any case in which restoration or 
storm protection benefits are available 
through the beneficial use of dredged mate-
rial produced by an operation and mainte-
nance activity, that use, up to an additional 
15 percent of least-cost disposal, may be re-
quired as part of the operation and mainte-
nance activity and budget:’’ after ‘‘com-
plete:’’. 

On page 67, line 15, strike ‘‘$50,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$250,000,000’’. 

SA 205. Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself 
and Mr. VITTER) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 40, line 16, strike ‘‘$427,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$627,000,000’’. 

On page 61, line 22, strike ‘‘$2,000,000,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$4,000,000,000’’. 

On page 62, line 3, insert ‘‘Provided further, 
That not less than $1,000,000,000 of the funds 
provided shall be provided for large-scale 
aquatic ecosystem restoration:’’ after ‘‘as-
sistance:’’. 

On page 63, line 21, strike ‘‘$500,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$1,000,000,000’’. 

On page 65, line 4, strike ‘‘$1,900,000,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$3,800,000,000’’. 

On page 65, line 23, insert ‘‘Provided further, 
That in any case in which restoration or 
storm protection benefits are available 
through the beneficial use of dredged mate-
rial produced by an operation and mainte-
nance activity, that use, up to an additional 
15 percent of least-cost disposal, shall be re-
quired as part of the operation and mainte-
nance activity and budget:’’ after ‘‘com-
plete:’’. 

On page 67, line 15, strike ‘‘$50,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$250,000,000’’. 

On page 114, line 24, strike ‘‘$190,000,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$215,000,000’’. 

On page 115, line 4, insert before the period 
at the end the following: ‘‘, of which not less 
than $50,000,000 shall be used for habitat res-
toration projects (including grant programs 
for wetlands restoration)’’. 

On page 120, between lines 10 and 11, insert 
the following: 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS AND MANAGEMENT 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Environ-
mental Programs and Management,’’ 
$1,000,000,000, for existing large-scale aquatic 
ecosystem programs and related activities: 
Provided, That funds provided under this 
heading shall be used only for programs, 
projects, or activities that, as of the date of 
enactment of this Act, receive funds pro-
vided in Acts making appropriations avail-
able for the Department of the Interior, the 
Environmental Protection Agency, and re-
lated agencies: Provided further, That the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency may waive cost-sharing require-
ments for the use of funds made available 
under this heading. 

SA 206. Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself 
and Mr. VITTER) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 98 proposed by Mr. 
INOUYE (for himself and Mr. BAUCUS) to 
the bill H.R. 1, making supplemental 
appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, 
energy efficiency and science, assist-
ance to the unemployed, and State and 
local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2009, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table; as follows: 

On page 61, line 22, strike ‘‘$2,000,000,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$4,000,000,000’’. 

On page 62, line 3, insert ‘‘Provided further, 
That not less than $1,000,000,000 of the funds 
provided shall be provided for large-scale 
aquatic ecosystem restoration:’’ after ‘‘as-
sistance:’’. 

On page 63, line 21, strike ‘‘$500,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$1,000,000,000’’. 

On page 65, line 4, strike ‘‘$1,900,000,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$3,800,000,000’’. 

On page 65, line 23, insert ‘‘Provided further, 
That in any case in which restoration or 
storm protection benefits are available 
through the beneficial use of dredged mate-
rial produced by an operation and mainte-
nance activity, that use, up to an additional 
15 percent of least-cost disposal, shall be re-
quired as part of the operation and mainte-
nance activity and budget:’’ after ‘‘com-
plete:’’. 

On page 67, line 15, strike ‘‘$50,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$250,000,000’’. 
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NOTICES OF HEARINGS 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public 
that a hearing has been scheduled be-
fore the Senate Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. The hearing 
will be held on Tuesday, February 10, 
2009, at 10:00 a.m., in room SD–366 of 
the Dirksen Senate Office Building. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on a majority staff 
draft for a Renewable Electricity 
Standard proposal. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record may do so by 
sending it to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources, United States 
Senate, Washington, D.C. 20510–6150, or 
by e-mail to 
GinalWeinstock@energy.senate.gov. 

For further information, please con-
tact Leon Lowery at (202) 224–2209 or 
Gina Weinstock at (202) 224–5684. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public 
that a hearing has been scheduled be-
fore Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources. The hearing will be held on 
Thursday, February 12, 2009, at 9:30 
a.m., in room SD–366 of the Dirksen 
Senate Office Building. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on the current state of 
the Department of Energy Loan Guar-
antee Program, authorized under Title 
17 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005, and 
how the delivery of services to support 
the deployment of clean energy tech-
nologies might be improved. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record should send it to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources, United States Senate, 
Washington, DC 20510–6150, or by e-mail 
to 
rachelpasternack@energy.senate.gov. 

For further information, please con-
tact Mike Carr at (202) 224–8164 or Ra-
chel Pasternack at (202) 224–0883. 

f 

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Lacee Oliver 
of my Finance Committee staff be 
granted the privileges of the floor dur-
ing the first session of the 111th Con-
gress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Vishal Patel 

and Samantha Harvell, two fellows in 
my office, be granted the privilege of 
the floor during the pendency of H.R. 1. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

AUTHORIZING USE OF THE 
ROTUNDA 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of H. Con. Res. 27 at the desk, 
just received from the House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the concurrent resolu-
tion by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 27) 

authorizing the use of the rotunda of the 
Capitol for the ceremony in honor of the bi-
centennial of the birth of President Abraham 
Lincoln. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the concurrent 
resolution. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the concur-
rent resolution be agreed to and the 
motion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, without intervening action or 
debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 27) was agreed to. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, this res-
olution, incidentally, authorizes the 
use of the Capitol Rotunda on Feb-
ruary 12, 2009, on the 200th birthday of 
Abraham Lincoln. We originally 
thought a smaller venue would be ade-
quate, but interest in this event has 
grown. I hope people across America 
realize that as we celebrate here, there 
will be celebrations in Springfield, IL, 
and many other venues. 

f 

APPOINTMENTS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the President pro 
tempore, pursuant to Public Law 96– 
388, as amended by Public Law 97–84, 
appoints the following Senator to the 
United States Holocaust Memorial 
Council for the 111th Congress: the 
Senator from Utah (Mr. HATCH). 

The Chair, on behalf of the President 
pro tempore, pursuant to Public Law 
94–118, Section 4 (a) (3), appoints the 
Senator from Alaska (Ms. MURKOWSKI) 
to the Japan-United States Friendship 
Commission. 

The Chair, on behalf of the Vice 
President, pursuant to the provisions 
of 20 U.S.C., sections 42 and 43, appoints 
the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. 
COCHRAN) as a member of the Board of 
Regents of the Smithsonian Institu-
tion. 

The Chair, on behalf of the Vice 
President, pursuant to Public Law 94– 
304, as amended by Public Law 99–7, ap-

points the following Senators as mem-
bers of the Commission on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe (Helsinki) 
during the 111th Congress: the Honor-
able CHRIS DODD of Connecticut; the 
Honorable SHELDON WHITEHOUSE of 
Rhode Island; the Honorable TOM 
UDALL of New Mexico; and the Honor-
able JEANNE SHAHEEN of New Hamp-
shire. 

The Chair, on behalf of the Vice 
President, pursuant to Public Law 94– 
304, as amended by Public Law 99–7, ap-
points the following Senators as mem-
bers of the Commission on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe (Helsinki) 
during the 111th Congress: the Honor-
able SAXBY CHAMBLISS of Georgia and 
the Honorable SAM BROWNBACK of Kan-
sas. 

The Chair, on behalf of the Vice 
President, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 276d– 
276g, as amended, appoints the fol-
lowing Senator as Chairman of the 
Senate Delegation to the Canada-U.S. 
Interparliamentary Group conference 
during the 111th Congress: the Honor-
able AMY KLOBUCHAR of Minnesota. 

f 

ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, 
FEBRUARY 4, 2009 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it 
stand in adjournment until 10:30 a.m. 
tomorrow, Wednesday, February 4; 
that following the prayer and pledge, 
the Journal of proceedings be approved 
to date, the morning hour be deemed 
expired, the time for the two leaders be 
reserved for their use later in the day, 
and the Senate resume consideration of 
H.R. 1, the Economic Recovery and Re-
investment Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, tomor-
row the Senate will resume consider-
ation of the economic recovery legisla-
tion. Additional amendments are going 
to be offered and debated during tomor-
row’s session. Rollcall votes are ex-
pected to occur in the late afternoon 
hours. Senators will be notified when 
the votes are scheduled. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate stand adjourned under 
the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 9:45 p.m., adjourned until Wednes-
day, February 4, 2009, at 10:30 a.m. 
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HONORING THE MEMORY OF 
COACH KAY YOW 

HON. HEATH SHULER 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. SHULER. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to honor the memory of Kay Yow, one of the 
highest-achieving college basketball coaches 
in the history of the sport. One of only six Divi-
sion I head women’s basketball coaches to 
achieve 700 career victories, Coach Yow led 
the women’s basketball team at North Caro-
lina State University from 1975 to 2009. She 
continued her winning coaching career even 
as she faced a 22-year battle with breast can-
cer. 

In 1975, Yow was hired as the head coach 
of the women’s basketball program at NC 
State as well as the head coach of both the 
softball and volleyball teams and the coordi-
nator of women’s sports. A female leader 
amidst a mostly male coaching staff, Yow 
found immediate success as she took her first 
squad to the Women’s National Invitation 
Tournament and completed the season with a 
19–7 record. Since then, Yow has coached 
some of the nation’s most well known players, 
including WNBA All-Stars like Andrea Stinson, 
Chasity Melvin (NC State’s all-time leading 
scorer), Genia Beasley, and current Assistant 
Coach, Trena Trice-Hill. 

Yow is part of an elite group of eight Olym-
pic coaches chosen to lead USA Basketball in 
the pursuit of an Olympic gold medal in wom-
en’s basketball. Yow served as an Assistant 
Coach on the 1984 gold medal-winning coach-
ing staff and three more gold medal-winning 
teams, including the 1979 World University 
Games, the 1983 Pan American Games, and 
the 1984 R. Williams Jones Cup. Yow also 
was part of the 1983 World Championship 
club that earned a silver medal. 

She served as Head Coach of the 1988 
gold medal-winning Olympic team in Seoul, 
Korea as well as the gold medal winners at 
the 1981 World University Games, the 1986 
Goodwill Games and the 1986 World Cham-
pionship Games. She was the first coach to 
win two Olympic gold medals since women’s 
basketball was first included in the Olympics in 
1976. 

In April of 2008, Coach Yow received the 
Mildred ‘‘Babe’’ Zaharias Didrikson Courage 
Award from the United States Sports Acad-
emy, recognizing her achievements in the face 
of serious personal challenges. Yow missed 
16 games during the 2007 season to receive 
treatment for the cancer that was first diag-
nosed in 1987. Upon her return to the team in 
2007, she led the Wolfpack on an inspirational 
run to the ACC Championship game and to 
the Sweet 16 in the NCAA tournament. 

Cancer took the life of Coach Kay Yow on 
January 24, 2009. Throughout her life, Coach 
Yow sacrificed to continuously be a mentor 
and friend to her players and make them the 
best players they could be. Madame Speaker, 

I ask my colleagues to join me in expressing 
remorse at the passing of one of North Caro-
lina’s greatest coaches, a woman who was 
one of the most admired and respected 
coaches on the national and international 
scenes. Her perseverance and dedication in 
the face of a deadly battle with cancer is an 
inspiration to us all. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO ANN SWENSON 

HON. TOM LATHAM 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to recognize the excellence in education in the 
4th Congressional District of Iowa, and to spe-
cifically congratulate Ann Swenson of Norwalk 
Community School District, who earned the 
National Board Certification—the highest level 
of certification in the teaching profession. 

National Board Certification is a voluntary 
assessment program designed to recognize 
and reward great teachers. National Board 
Certified Teachers (NBCTs) have successfully 
demonstrated advanced teaching knowledge, 
skills and practices. Certification is achieved 
through a rigorous, performance-based as-
sessment that typically takes one to three 
years to complete. Certification is offered in 25 
different subjects, covering 97 percent of the 
subjects taught in K–12 schools. 

I congratulate Ann Swenson on her well-de-
served certification, and I’m certain that she 
will continue to touch the lives of many youth 
in her community. It is a great honor to rep-
resent Ann in the United States Congress, and 
I wish her continued success. 

f 

HONORING THE WORK OF 
SUPERVISOR MIKE REILLY 

HON. LYNN C. WOOLSEY 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today along with my colleague, Congressman 
MIKE THOMPSON, to honor one of our districts’ 
most hard working public servants, Mike Reilly 
of Forestville, California, who has recently re-
tired from the Sonoma County Board of Su-
pervisors. 

For twelve years as County Supervisor, 
Mike represented Sonoma County’s 5th Dis-
trict a vast rambling, and fantastically beautiful 
place that encompasses the entire 53 miles of 
Sonoma County’s coast, redwood forests, 
vineyards, the Russian River, and the western 
edge of our largest city, Santa Rosa. Known 
as ‘‘West County,’’ the 5th District is Sonoma 
County’s most progressive with a vibrant and 
diverse population of ethnicity, sexual orienta-
tion and economic backgrounds. Mike Reilly, 
with his intelligence, people skills and encyclo-

pedic knowledge of politics represented every 
one of his constituencies. 

Mike is a Bay Area native born on May 27, 
1944 in San Mateo, California. Always inter-
ested in politics, his first office was senior 
class president at Hayward High and later, 
student body president at Chabot College. 
Mike was an Army volunteer and served two 
years in Okinawa. The young veteran returned 
to the Bay Area after completing his tour of 
duty and began working as a youth counselor. 
He became one of the founders and eventu-
ally Executive Director of the Hayward-based 
Project Eden, a non-profit organization that of-
fered drug counseling to the city’s ‘‘street 
kids.’’ 

In 1977, Mike moved to Sonoma County to 
begin working for the county’s drug and alco-
hol program, again as a counselor to youth. 
Mike settled in Forestville and soon became 
active in west county politics, no doubt influ-
enced by his neighbor, Ernie Carpenter, who 
became the 5th District Supervisor in 1978. 

From 1981 to 1985, Mike served as Admin-
istrative Assistant to state Assemblyman Dan 
Hauser, whose 1st District ran from Sonoma 
County to the Oregon border. During his ten-
ure with Hauser, Mike was a key player in the 
designation of the Lost Coast Sinkyone Wil-
derness Area for public use, drafting initial leg-
islation banning oil and gas development in 
Northern California state waters, the restora-
tion of the Point Arena Pier, and regional 
issues pertaining to fishing and timber extrac-
tion. 

In 1986 Mike Reilly became Executive Di-
rector of West County Community Services, a 
non-profit that grew from a 70’s era all volun-
teer ‘‘River Switchboard,’’ to an organization 
offering a variety of services for people of all 
ages. Under Mike’s leadership, West County 
Community Services developed an excellent 
drug and alcohol abuse programs, led in the 
establishment of the Russian River Senior 
Center and the Sebastopol Teen Center and 
opened a homeless shelter. For thirteen years, 
Mike also served as a trustee for the Forest-
ville Elementary School District and the West 
County High School District. 

When Supervisor Carpenter announced his 
retirement from public office in 1995, Mike 
Reilly embarked on a grueling eighteen month 
campaign to successfully succeed him. Mike’s 
hard fought campaign and subsequent service 
allowed him to coast to two unopposed re- 
election victories in the years ahead. These 
were not years without challenges, however, 
including huge floods on the lower Russian 
River in 1997 and 1999, years of underfunded 
services in rural areas and the heavily urban-
ized Roseland area in the district, and a 
sometimes lonely role as an environmental ad-
vocate on the Board of Supervisors. 

Despite these difficulties Mike was able to 
forge agreements that led to county support of 
home elevation program on the flood prone 
Russian River, the formation of the Russian 
River Redevelopment District, and ordinances 
regulating forest conversions and vineyard 
grading, as well as untangling hundreds of 
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county problems for his constituents. Mike was 
also a powerful presence on the County’s 
Open Space and Agricultural Preservation Dis-
trict, and instrumental in protecting thousands 
of acres of land under county ownership or 
conservation easements. 

During the same 12 years, Mike also served 
on the California Coastal Commission, includ-
ing two years as the Commission’s Chair. He 
has been recognized by statewide environ-
mental groups as having the strongest con-
servation record of any of the publically elect-
ed members of the Commission. 

I would also note that Mike Reilly is a key 
player in moving forward the Gulf of the 
Farallones and Cordell Bank National Marine 
Sanctuaries Boundary Modification and Pro-
tection Act, a bill that would provide perma-
nent protection for the entire Sonoma Coast. 
Mike led successful efforts to endorse the bill 
by both the Sonoma County Board of Super-
visors and the California Coastal Commission. 
With our new Administration these efforts will 
result in passage. 

This year Mike is celebrating another 12- 
year anniversary, his marriage to Judi, which 
took place on January 25, 1997, in a home in 
Guerneville in the midst of a flood emergency. 
Mike and Judi, their three daughter’s, Kim-
berly, Sheri and Kelly, as well as Kelly’s hus-
band Stewart and their son, Stetson, and 
Sheri’s fiancée, Will, make up a loving and 
supportive family with great political energy 
and philosophies. 

Although Mike has retired from the Board of 
Supervisors, we will not let him leave us. He 
continues to serve as a board member of 
Coastwalk, California’s unique coastal edu-
cation program and on New Ways to Work, a 
national non-profit that is finding ways to train 
youth for the new economy. Knowing of Mike’s 
energy, his intelligence and his savvy, his can- 
do attitude, we expect that although Mike will 
be able to play more golf now, he will continue 
to exert his powerful and positive influence on 
our community and our world. 

Thank you, Mike Reilly. 

f 

THE LAST DOUGHBOY TURNS 108 

HON. TED POE 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. POE. Madam Speaker, this week, 
Madam Speaker, the very last American 
doughboy, Mr. Frank Buckles, turned 108 
years old. 

Of the 4.7 million Americans that were mo-
bilized during the First World War, Frank 
Buckles is the very last of his generation. 

His remarkable life began in Bethany, Mis-
souri where he was born in 1901, during the 
administration of the 25th President of the 
United States, President McKinley. At the ten-
der age of 16, Mr. Buckles fibbed his way into 
the Army when he enlisted to fight in the First 
World War. He was rejected by several re-
cruiters, but he was not deterred until he fi-
nally found a recruiter that would take him. He 
joined the United States Army, and he drove 
an ambulance in Europe during World War I. 

Throughout his life, Mr. Buckles served in 
the First World War and was held as a pris-

oner of war by the Japanese for three years 
during World War Two. 

At the incredible age of 108, Mr. Buckles 
has lived through 46 percent of our nation’s 
history. 

Today he resides on the family farm he pur-
chased near Charles Town, West Virginia after 
the war. 

Mr. Buckles is one of the forgotten veterans 
of a forgotten war. He is the lone survivor. 

During WWI nearly 116,000 U.S. warriors 
gave their lives for this country. The service 
and sacrifice of those men and women 
changed the tide of that stalemate war and 
ensured victory for the Allies. But when they 
returned to the United States there were no 
parades or major memorials established to 
honor them. 

Despite the fact that WWI was the first war 
to be fought on three continents and was the 
first industrialized conflict, it remains a largely 
forgotten war. 

Today we have three memorials to the 
major wars in modern U.S. history on the Na-
tional Mall: the Vietnam Memorial, the Korean 
Memorial, and the World War II Memorial, but 
no national memorial for WWI. 

World War I should not be forgotten be-
cause there are few photographs and no 
blockbuster movies to tell the story. 

That’s why I introduced the Frank Buckles 
World War I Memorial Act. My bill would re-
store the District of Columbia’s World War I 
Memorial and expand it to also serve as the 
location for a national World War I Memorial. 

After 90 years, of no national recognition it’s 
time these doughboys were given the thanks 
that they are due—after all they are the ‘‘Fa-
ther’s of the greatest generation.’’ 

Madam Speaker, it’s time to honor the Lone 
Survivor of World War I and the other dough-
boys that went to war in the forgotten war to 
end all wars. 

And that’s just the way it is. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO BRIGADIER GENERAL 
MARK ZIRKELBACH 

HON. TOM LATHAM 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Speaker, I rise to rec-
ognize the retirement of Brigadier General 
Mark Zirkelbach, the Deputy Adjutant General 
of the Iowa Army National Guard, and to ex-
press my appreciation for his dedication and 
commitment to his state and country. 

For the last 39 years, BG Zirkelbach has 
served faithfully and honorably. BG Zirkelbach 
enlisted in the Iowa Army National Guard in 
the Non-ROTC College Student State OCS 
Program at Iowa State University in 1970. He 
earned a Bachelor of Science degree in Agri-
cultural Business from Iowa State University in 
1970 and graduated from the United States 
Army War College in 1998. 

In 1972, BG Zirkelbach was commissioned 
and qualified as Field Artillery and Signal 
Corps and commanded in both branches. He 
served as Commander, 67th Troop Command, 
Iowa Army National Guard and entered the 
Title 32 AGR Program in 1985. BG Zirkelbach 

also served as Chief of Staff, Iowa Army Na-
tional Guard, where he directed and super-
vised the activities of the State Area Com-
mand, Iowa Army National Guard Staff. 

BG Zirkelbach has a long list of military 
awards and decorations which include the Le-
gion of Merit, Meritorious Service Medal, Army 
Commendation Medal, Army Achievement 
Medal, Army Reserve Component Achieve-
ment Medal, National Defense Service Medal, 
Humanitarian Service Medal, Armed Forces 
Reserve Medal, Army Service Ribbon, and 
Army Reserve Components Overseas Training 
Ribbon. 

I commend Brigadier General Mark 
Zirkelbach for his many years of loyalty and 
service to our great nation. It is an immense 
honor to represent BG Zirkelbach, and it has 
been a pleasure working with him during my 
time in the United States Congress. I wish him 
a happy retirement from the Iowa Army Na-
tional Guard and all the best in his future en-
deavors. 

f 

HONORING PAMELA A. KINDIG OF 
NAPA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

HON. MIKE THOMPSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Madam 
Speaker, I rise today to recognize Pamela 
Kindig on the occasion of her retirement as 
Auditor-Controller of Napa County. Pam has 
served her community honorably and the vot-
ers rewarded her by re-electing her five times 
to her post. 

Mrs. Kindig began her career in public serv-
ice as Auditor-Controller when she was elect-
ed in June of 1986. Six terms and 22 years 
later, she is retiring as one of the preeminent 
public figures in the Napa Valley. She has 
been a leader amongst her peers, serving as 
President, 1st Vice President, 2nd Vice Presi-
dent and Bay Area Chair of the California 
State Association of County Auditors. 

Mrs. Kindig is known around Napa County 
as a superlative mentor to family and friends; 
a lover of reading, fine dining, golf, and above 
all, her grandchildren. By all accounts, Mrs. 
Kindig is the epitome of what a public servant 
should be: a tireless worker, a pillar of integ-
rity, and someone with the utmost respect for 
the people she serves. 

For the past 22 years Mrs. Kindig has given 
back to the community by serving on the 
boards of Napa-Solano United Way, Napa 
Emergency Women’s Services, First Napa 
Federal Credit Union and Soroptimist Inter-
national. She also hosts a monthly book re-
view program on a local radio station, is a 
member of the Napa Valley Symphony and a 
founding member of the Covenant Pres-
byterian Church. 

Madam Speaker, it is appropriate at this 
time that we thank Pamela Kindig for her 
years of dedication on behalf of the people of 
Napa Valley. She has been a model citizen 
and leader in Napa County and her presence 
there has enriched the lives of everyone in the 
community. I join her husband Russ, daugh-
ters Kimberly and Kirstin and three grand-
children in thanking her for her service and 
wishing her a lifetime of fulfillment. 
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TRIBUTE TO JENNIFER AXNESS 

HON. TOM LATHAM 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to recognize the excellence in education in the 
4th Congressional District of Iowa, and to spe-
cifically congratulate Jennifer Axness of South-
east Webster—Grand Community School Dis-
trict, who earned the National Board Certifi-
cation—the highest level of certification in the 
teaching profession. 

National Board Certification is a voluntary 
assessment program designed to recognize 
and reward great teachers. National Board 
Certified Teachers (NBCTs) have successfully 
demonstrated advanced teaching knowledge, 
skills and practices. Certification is achieved 
through a rigorous, performance-based as-
sessment that typically takes one to three 
years to complete. Certification is offered in 25 
different subjects, covering 97 percent of the 
subjects taught in K–12 schools. 

I congratulate Jennifer Axness on her well- 
deserved certification, and I’m certain that she 
will continue to touch the lives of many youth 
in her community. It is a great honor to rep-
resent Jennifer in the United States Congress, 
and I wish her continued success. 

f 

HONORING PURPLE HEART RECIPI-
ENT WILLIAM W. PRIOR, SR. OF 
BROOKSVILLE, FLORIDA 

HON. GINNY BROWN-WAITE 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida. 
Madam Speaker, I rise today to honor an 
American hero and Purple Heart recipient, Wil-
liam W. Prior, Sr. of Brooksville, Florida. 
Wounded by an enemy torpedo during an en-
gagement in the Aleutian Islands of Alaska, 
Mr. Prior’s service to our Nation will forever be 
remembered by this Congress. 

Born in Tampa, Florida, Mr. Prior spent the 
early part of his career as a commercial fisher-
man and was one of five brothers who joined 
the military during World War II. As someone 
who loved the sea, when it looked like Amer-
ica might become involved in the war, Mr. 
Prior joined the United States Navy. Two of 
his brothers joined the Army, and two joined 
him in the Navy. While he was hoping to be 
stationed on a small boat, Mr. Prior was as-
signed as an aviation radioman and went to 
Seattle, Washington to begin his service. From 
there he and his crew were sent to Dutch Har-
bor, Alaska. 

After just a few months on the job, the Jap-
anese bombed Pearl Harbor and the Alaska 
military members were placed in the midst of 
some Pacific Coast fighting. While many 
Americans are not aware of this fact, part of 
the Aleutian Island chain in Alaska was occu-
pied by the Japanese during World War II. On 
August 30, 1942, Mr. Prior’s ship the USS 
Casco was anchoring in harbor at Nazan Bay 
close to an island under control of the Japa-
nese. It was at that time that his ship was 
struck by a torpedo, and Mr. Prior was wound-
ed by shrapnel and knocked unconscious. His 

former squadron commander found him and 
flew Mr. Prior back to Dutch Harbor, where he 
received surgery to save his leg from amputa-
tion. Eventually sent to a naval hospital in 
California, Mr. Prior was discharged in 1943 
from the Navy because of the severity of his 
wounds. 

Madam Speaker, soldiers like William W. 
Prior, Sr. should be recognized for their serv-
ice to our Nation and for their commitment and 
sacrifices in battle. I am honored to present 
Mr. Prior with his long overdue Purple Heart. 
His family, friends and loved ones should 
know that we truly consider him one of Amer-
ica’s heroes. 

f 

REMEMBERING ALMONT TOWN-
SHIP FIRE CHIEF PAUL WILCOX 

HON. CANDICE S. MILLER 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Madam Speaker, 
I rise today to remember the life of Almont 
Township Fire Chief Paul Wilcox who sadly 
passed away on Thursday, January 8th after 
a hard fought battle with cancer. I offer my 
deepest sympathy and condolences to all his 
family members and friends and hope they 
can find comfort and ease during this very dif-
ficult time. 

As a former township and State elected offi-
cial, I had the pleasure and opportunity to 
meet and work with Chief Wilcox on several 
issues. I know his leadership, integrity and 
community service will be greatly missed 
throughout Lapeer County and the entire State 
of Michigan. He truly was a great person. 

Chief Wilcox amazingly fought fires in the 
Almont area for over 40 years and served as 
chief for 23 years. But he took his call of pub-
lic duty beyond the walls of the fire station by 
serving in numerous roles such as an instruc-
tor at the Lapeer County Fire Academy during 
the 1970s, Almont and Imlay Township build-
ing inspector, member of the 9-1-1 Committee, 
Lapeer County EMS Committee, National Vol-
unteer Fire Council and as President of the 
Michigan Fire Chief’s Association just to name 
a few. 

Again, I cannot stress enough how great of 
a loss this is for not only Almont but both 
Lapeer County and Michigan. Chief Wilcox 
was an innovative leader and faced any chal-
lenge head on. I can remember recently vis-
iting the station and meeting with him and fel-
low firefighters about a year and a half ago to 
present a FEMA grant. There wasn’t anything 
he wouldn’t do to help the community. He al-
ways sought to improve the departments’ 
services and resources for the residents he so 
proudly served. He was a tireless advocate for 
the volunteer fire service and took his mes-
sage and mission to the national level. He 
raised the bar and set high standards which 
all future chiefs and firefighters will now need 
to live up to. 

I am extremely grateful to have known Chief 
Wilcox and for the chance to have called him 
a friend. Chief Wilcox had announced his in-
tention to retire this spring but unfortunately 
wasn’t afforded that opportunity. Without ques-
tion, he will be greatly missed but rest assured 
certainly not forgotten. I offer my sincere grati-
tude and thanks for his lifetime of dedicated 

work and service. My thoughts and prayers go 
out to all of those who knew Chief Wilcox and 
may he receive eternal rest. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO GRETCHEN CONWAY 

HON. TOM LATHAM 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to recognize the excellence in education in the 
4th Congressional District of Iowa, and to spe-
cifically congratulate Gretchen Conway of 
Decorah Community School District, who 
earned the National Board Certification—the 
highest level of certification in the teaching 
profession. 

National Board Certification is a voluntary 
assessment program designed to recognize 
and reward great teachers. National Board 
Certified Teachers have successfully dem-
onstrated advanced teaching knowledge, skills 
and practices. Certification is achieved through 
a rigorous, performance-based assessment 
that typically takes one to three years to com-
plete. Certification is offered in 25 different 
subjects, covering 97 percent of the subjects 
taught in K-12 schools. 

I congratulate Gretchen Conway on her 
well-deserved certification, and I’m certain that 
she will continue to touch the lives of many 
youth in her community. It is a great honor to 
represent Gretchen in the United States Con-
gress, and I wish her continued success. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF THE CLUSTER- 
BASED ECONOMY ENHANCEMENT 
ACT OF 2009 

HON. JOHN M. McHUGH 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. MCHUGH. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to introduce legislation, the Cluster-Based 
Economy Enhancement Act of 2009. This pro-
posal is designed to stimulate collaborative 
interactions between businesses in regional 
economies to produce innovation and create 
jobs. 

‘‘Clusters’’ are geographic concentrations of 
competing, complementary, or interdependent 
business entities or industries that do business 
with one another and have common needs for 
talent, technology, and infrastructure. The bill 
recognizes that such clusters boost competi-
tiveness and growth of a region as a whole. 

As the recent economic turmoil has high-
lighted, American industries must become bet-
ter equipped to thrive in the increasingly com-
petitive global economy. Rather than con-
tinuing to see skilled workers move abroad, 
we need to take actions conducive to the cre-
ation of new employment, both through tradi-
tional means of expansion and in-sourcing of 
foreign jobs. As we do so, we must be mindful 
that there are regions within America, like 
Central and Northern New York, that continue 
to struggle disproportionately demanding we 
seek ways to overcome those challenges to 
economic development they face. 

In response, this legislation would authorize 
up to $50 million for cluster-based economic 
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development grants to state and local govern-
ments, colleges and universities, and nonprofit 
economic development organizations to further 
enhance economic development. Of note, this 
initiative would make those entities within the 
five regional development commissions, au-
thorized in the Food, Conservation, and En-
ergy Act of 2008 (P.L. 110–246) eligible to 
apply for such grants. It is important to note 
that these recently created bodies are config-
ured to encompass some of our nation’s poor-
est areas. In addition to the Northern Border 
Regional Development Commission, which I 
worked to create, the other commissions in-
clude the Delta Regional Authority, the North-
ern Great Plains Regional Authority, the 
Southeast Crescent Regional Commission, 
and the Southwest Border Regional Commis-
sion. 

Madam Speaker, this legislation would not 
only help increase America’s economic com-
petitiveness, it would also create new opportu-
nities in areas like Northern and Central New 
York, that are particularly in need of economic 
opportunities. Accordingly, I ask my col-
leagues to join with me as I work to enact the 
Cluster-Based Economy Enhancement Act of 
2009. 

f 

NYU’S JOHN BRADEMAS AWARDED 
HONORARY DEGREE BY UNIVER-
SITY OF BARCELONA 

HON. JOE DONNELLY 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. DONNELLY. Madam Speaker, I am 
pleased to take note of an honor received last 
month by former Member of Congress, John 
Brademas, who served for 22 years in the 
House of Representatives from the then Third 
District of Indiana. 

He was awarded, by the University of Bar-
celona, the honorary degree of doctor of laws, 
his 54th honorary degree. 

A Democrat, John Brademas was, during 
the Administrations of six Presidents of the 
United States, an active member of the House 
Committee on Education and Labor where he 
authored or co-authored legislation to support 
schools, colleges and universities; support for 
libraries and museums; and programs for chil-
dren, the elderly and the disabled. 

In his last four years in Congress, John 
Brademas was Majority Whip of the House of 
Representatives. 

Defeated in his campaign for reelection in 
1980, John Brademas was shortly thereafter 
invited to become president of New York Uni-
versity, the largest private, or independent, 
university in the United States. John 
Brademas led the transformation of New York 
University from a regional—New York, New 
Jersey, Connecticut—commuter institution into 
a national and international residential re-
search university. 

John Brademas graduated from Harvard 
University, with a B.A., with high honors, in 
1949; then went on to Oxford University, Eng-
land, as a Rhodes Scholar, for three years, 
1951–1953. At Oxford he earned a Ph.D. with 
a dissertation on the anarcho-syndicalist 
movement in Spain from the mid-1920s 
through the first year of the Spanish Civil War, 
1936. The anarchist movement in Spain was 

centered in Catalonia and, therefore, the re-
search brought him to Barcelona on a number 
of occasions. His study was published in 
Spanish, in Barcelona, in 1974 by Ariel under 
the title, ‘‘Anarcosindicalismo y revolución en 
España, 1930–37,’’ in a translation by Dr. 
Joaquı́n Romero Maura. 

In presenting the degree, Professor Mer-
cedes Vilanova spoke of John Brademas’ 
service in the U.S. House of Representatives 
and of his legislative record there as well as 
of his leadership at New York University, now, 
she said, ‘‘one of the premier universities in 
the world, a rival of Ivy League universities 
like Harvard or Yale’’. She added that John 
Brademas had been named ‘‘one of the four 
most important persons in American higher 
education’’. 

Presiding at the ceremony was the Rector 
of the University, Dr. Dı́dac Ramı́rez i Sarrió. 

Said John Brademas, ‘‘To receive an hon-
orary degree from one of the outstanding uni-
versities of Europe, indeed, the world, is pro-
foundly gratifying. 

I am especially appreciative of this honor 
because of my interest throughout most of 
my life in Spain and, in particular, 
Catalonia. 

Madam Speaker, I am sure that John 
Brademas’ former colleagues and his many 
friends will be most pleased at this latest 
honor he has received. 

I ask consent to insert at this point in the 
RECORD the text of John Brademas’ remarks 
on receiving the honorary degree of Doctor of 
Laws from the University of Barcelona on De-
cember 1, 2008. His statement follows: 

Rector Ramirez, Professor Vilanova, mem-
bers of the faculty and students of the Uni-
versity of Barcelona, and friends, to receive 
a grado honoris causa from one of the out-
standing universities of Europe, indeed, the 
world, is, of course, profoundly gratifying. 

This honor comes from a country, Spain, 
and a region, Catalonia, to which I have de-
voted considerable scholarly attention and 
so is particularly meaningful for me. 

You have been told, in the generous words 
of Professor Vilanova, about my life—my 
education, my career as a Member of the 
Congress of the United States and as Presi-
dent of New York University—and of my ac-
tivities in a variety of organizations dedi-
cated to the arts and the humanities. 

But, of course, I am especially appreciative 
of this honor because of my interest 
throughout most of my life in Spain and, in 
particular, Catalonia. 

I had the good fortune, as you have been 
told, of studying at two of the greatest uni-
versities in the world, Harvard and Oxford. 
While in grade school, I read a fascinating 
book about Mayan civilization. I started 
learning Spanish, then as a high school sen-
ior hitchhiked to Mexico and, as a Harvard 
undergraduate, spent a summer with other 
college men working in Aztec Indian villages 
in rural Mexico. I wrote my senior honors 
thesis at Harvard on the Sinarquista move-
ment, a far right-wing peasant movement 
important in Mexico in the late 1930s and 
early ’40s. 

ANARCHO-SYNDICALIST MOVEMENT IN SPAIN 

At Oxford, I wrote a doctoral dissertation 
on Spain and, by way of preparation, reading 
the seminal book by Gerald Brenan, The 
Spanish Labyrinth, on the origins of the 
Spanish Civil War, I learned that Spain was 
the only country with a mass working-class 
movement, based not on the ideas of Karl 
Marx but of Bakunin and Kropotkin, the an-
archist theorists. 

So I wrote to Brenan, then living in 
Málaga, to ask his advice on how to go about 
studying the anarchist movement in Spain. 
He responded that I should see the head-
waiter of a Spanish restaurant in the West 
End of London, an anarchist, who in turn put 
me in touch with the headquarters of the 
Confederación Nacional del Trabajo, the 
anarcho-syndicalist organization, then in 
exile in Paris. This was in 1952, I remind you, 
and Franco was in power. I was warmly re-
ceived by the officials of the CNT in Paris. 

Indeed, they arranged meetings for me in 
Toulouse and Bordeaux with Federica 
Montseny, the anarchist leader, and José 
Peirats, the historian of Spanish anarchism. 

My interviews with Montseny and Peirats 
were immensely helpful to me and opened 
doors to others here in Barcelona as well as 
to an important collection of materials on 
anarchism in Spain, located in The Nether-
lands, in Amsterdam, at the International 
Institute for Social History. 

My supervisor when I wrote my disserta-
tion was the British historian of Spain, Ray-
mond Carr. 

Here I must note, as you have been told, 
that my study of the anarcho-syndicalist 
movement was published, in Spanish, in 1974 
in Barcelona, by Ariel, under the title, 
Anarcosindicalismo y revolución en España 
(1930–1937). The translation was done by my 
friend, also a scholar at Oxford, Joaquı́n Ro-
mero Maura, descendant of the respected 
Spanish leader, Miguel Maura. 

SERVICE IN CONGRESS 
I like to say that although I studied anar-

chism, I did not practice it! For only months 
after I completed my study and returned 
from Oxford to my hometown in Indiana, I 
became the nominee of the Democratic 
Party for election to Congress from my na-
tive constituency. I lost that first race, in 
1954, then served on the Presidential cam-
paign staff of Adlai Stevenson in 1956, a year 
when both Stevenson and I lost a second 
time. But I ran a third time, and in 1958 was 
first elected to the United States House of 
Representatives. I was then ten times re-
elected and so served in Congress for 22 
years. 

A member of the Committee with responsi-
bility for writing education legislation, I 
took part in writing all the laws enacted 
during those years, 1959 to 1981, during the 
Administrations of six Presidents—three Re-
publicans: Eisenhower, Nixon and Ford; and 
three Democrats: Kennedy, Johnson and 
Carter—laws to assist schools, colleges and 
universities; students who attend them; the 
arts and the humanities; libraries and muse-
ums; and measures to help children, the el-
derly, the disabled. 

You will not be surprised that as a member 
of the Democratic Party in my country and, 
indeed, as a citizen, I rejoice in the election 
last month of Barack Obama as President of 
the United States and of Democratic majori-
ties in both the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives. 

Defeated for reelection in Ronald Reagan’s 
landslide victory in 1980, I was shortly there-
after invited to become president of New 
York University, the largest independent, or 
private, university in the United States, 
with some 50,000 students. 

Given my background I directed particular 
attention at NYU—as we call the Univer-
sity—to encouraging the study of other 
countries, and I established a Center for 
Japan-U.S. Business & Economic Studies in 
our School of Business; a Remarque Institute 
for European and Mediterranean Studies; a 
Skirball Department of Hebrew and Judaic 
Studies; with help from the Alexander S. 
Onassis Foundation, a professorship in Hel-
lenic Studies; and, with funds from CITGO, 
the U.S. branch of Venezuelan Petroleum, a 
chair in Latin American Studies in the name 
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of Andrés Bello, the Venezuelan leader and 
tutor of Simón Bolivar. 

And there is also now a Center of Islamic 
Studies at NYU. 

In addition, there are thousands of stu-
dents from countries all over the world at-
tending classes in New York City, and par-
ticularly important, New York University 
now has a number of centers abroad—in Lon-
don, Paris, Prague, Florence and Ghana. We 
have just celebrated the 50th anniversary of 
NYU in Madrid, an opportunity that enabled 
me recently to have the privilege of an audi-
ence with His Majesty, King Juan Carlos I of 
Spain. And we are now opening campuses in 
Abu Dhabi, Buenos Aires and Shanghai and 
before long will do so in Mexico. 

KING JUAN CARLOS I OF SPAIN CENTER AT NYU 
But, of course, I take particular pride in 

the creation at NYU of the King Juan Carlos 
I of Spain Center, a Center for the study of 
modern Spain, a Center I dedicated just ten 
years ago in the presence of His Majesty, the 
King; Her Majesty, Queen Sofı́a, of the Greek 
Royal Family; and the then First Lady of 
the United States, Hillary Rodham Clinton. 

Here I note that we have established a 
foundation to raise funds to support the ac-
tivities of the Center. I am President of the 
Foundation; His Majesty, King Juan Carlos, 
has graciously agreed to serve as Honorary 
President; Jesús Sainz Muñoz, of Promo Ma-
drid, is Vice President. 

In 1983, I had the privilege of awarding an 
honorary degree to His Majesty and an-
nouncing the creation of a professorship in 
his name under which we have invited lead-
ing scholars of modern Spain to lecture at 
New York University, including Raymond 
Carr, Francisco Ayala, José Marı́a Maravall, 
Hugh Thomas, Jon Juaristi, Estrella de 
Diego, Victor Pérez-Dı́az, Juan Goytisolo 
and Baltasar Garzón. 

The founding Director of the Center was 
Professor James Fernández, who served with 
great dedication from 1995 until 2007; he was 
succeeded by another outstanding scholar of 
Spanish culture, Professor Jo Labanyi. I 
here must also salute the Director of the 
King Juan Carlos Center office in Madrid, 
John Healey, who has known Spain for many 
years. 

Another distinguished leader who has lec-
tured at our King Juan Carlos I of Spain Cen-
ter is a longtime friend, someone well known 
to all of you and with whom I met only 
weeks ago in New York City, the distin-
guished former Mayor of Barcelona and 
President of the Generalitat, Pasqual 
Maragall i Mira. I also saw Mayor Maragall, 
by the way, at the Queen Sofı́a Spanish In-
stitute, of which I am a trustee, where we 
were hosted by another friend of many years, 
president of the Institute, Inmaculada de 
Habsburgo. 

Pasqual’s contribution to the King Juan 
Carlos I of Spain Center was consolidated in 
1998 when he spent a semester as Distin-
guished Visiting Fellow at the Center. Under 
his direction, the Center organized an inter-
national symposium, ‘‘A World of Cities,’’ at-
tended by mayors and other urban leaders 
from Latin America as well as Spain and the 
United States. 

As you can see, my relationship with 
Catalonia does not end with my study of an-
archism. An important chapter revolves 
around the University of Barcelona, as I 
shall explain. 

CATALAN STUDIES AT NYU 
When in 1981 I became president of New 

York University, I was approached by Xavier 
Rubert de Ventós and the then new Mayor of 
Barcelona, Pasqual Maragall, together with 
the Rector of the University of Barcelona, 
Dr. Antoni Badia i Margarit, and Mary Ann 
Newman, at the time an NYU graduate stu-

dent. They all urged me to create the 
Cátedra Barcelona-Nova York, a program of 
Catalan Studies and educational exchange 
between our two institutions. The City Hall 
of Barcelona and the U.S.-Spain Fulbright 
Commission financed the project. 

In the first years of the Cátedra, which 
lasted from 1983 to 1986, NYU hosted, among 
others, Martı́ de Riquer, Xavier Rubert de 
Ventós, Eugenio Trı́as, Lluı́s Izquierdo, Pep 
Subirós, Mary Nash and Jordi Llovet. 

Anthony Bonner offered a four-part sem-
inar on Ramón Llull to coincide with the 
publication by Princeton University Press of 
his groundbreaking translation, Selected 
Works by Ramón Llull. There were also lec-
tures by Miguel Roca, David Rosenthal and, 
I am pleased to say, Mercé Vilanova. By the 
way, I must here note an excellent article by 
Professor Vilanova, ‘‘Anarchism, Political 
Participation and Illiteracy in Barcelona Be-
tween 1934 and 1936’’, published in the Amer-
ican Historical Review. 

The Catalan language classes at NYU also 
bore fruit. One of the most prominent North 
American specialists in Catalan art, Pro-
fessor Robert Lubar of the Institute of Fine 
Arts at NYU, studied Catalan in his program. 
He has been the mentor of a generation of 
Catalan experts, including two NYU profes-
sors, Jordana Mendelson and Miriam Basilio, 
and the curator of the current exhibition on 
Joan Miró at the Museum of Modern Art, Dr. 
Anne Umland. 

Two years ago, the office of President 
Maragall of the Generalitat earmarked funds 
to establish the Catalan Center at New York 
University through the Institute Ramón 
Lull, which also provided funds to teach 
Catalan language and culture in our Depart-
ment of Spanish and Portuguese. 

The Catalan Center at New York Univer-
sity, led most ably by Mary Ann Newman, 
has proved to be a dynamic partner in the 
NYU Center for European and Mediterranean 
Studies and a close partner of our King Juan 
Carlos I of Spain Center. 

For example, the Catalan Center, orga-
nized two years ago, has sponsored the fol-
lowing events: 

‘‘A Mediterranean Mirror,’’ an exhibition 
of books on Catalan law, an opening at-
tended by President Ernest Benach of the 
Parliament of Catalonia, and Director of the 
Institut Ramón Llull, Josep Bargalló. 

The Catalan Center has also sponsored a 
symposium titled, ‘‘Exalted by the Old, in 
Love with the New’’, to accompany the exhi-
bition at the Metropolitan Museum, ‘‘Bar-
celona and Modernity: Gaudı́, Picasso, Dalı́’’. 

The Catalan Center has collaborated as 
well with the Museum of Modern Art in New 
York City on three events involving Catalan 
culture: a Pere Portabella film series; an ex-
hibition on Salvador Dalı́, ‘‘Art and Film’’; 
and the current exhibition on Joan Miró. 

Last September, The Catalan Center also 
co-hosted a conference on ‘‘The New Medi-
terranean,’’ in cooperation with the Euro-
pean Institute of the Mediterranean (IEMed), 
an institution based in Barcelona that pro-
motes research and dialogue on the North- 
South relationship in the Mediterranean. 

Only weeks ago, I add, Professor Vilanova 
joined us in New York for a symposium on 
the distinguished Catalan novelist, Mercedes 
Rodoredo. 

And last month, by way of illustrating our 
efforts to cooperate with other relevant or-
ganizations, the King Juan Carlos I of Spain 
Center hosted, with the Abraham Lincoln 
Brigade Archives, which promotes discussion 
of the Spanish Civil War, ‘‘La Despedida’’, an 
event to recall how the people of Barcelona, 
in October 1938, bade farewell to the volun-
teers from many nations who came to defend 
the Republic. 

So you can see from what I have told you 
that our university has made a serious, in-

deed, deep, commitment to the study of 
Catalonia and of Spain. 

I trust you will understand, therefore, 
from what I’ve said, why I am so profoundly 
moved by the honor that the University of 
Barcelona has done me today. 

I accept this honor not solely for myself 
but for my colleagues at New York Univer-
sity who share my dedication to the study of 
Spain and the study of Catalonia. 

De tot el que us he explicat es desprèn que 
la nostra Universitat ha assumit un 
compromı́s seriós i, de fet, profund amb 
l’estudi de Catalunya i d’Espanya. 

Per tant, espero que entendreu, per tot el 
que he dit, per què em sento tan 
profundament emocionat per l’honor que la 
Universitat de Barcelona m’ha atorgat avui. 

Accepto aquest honor no nomes per a mi, 
sinó també per als meus companys de la 
Universitat de Nova York, que comparteixen 
la meva dedicació a l’estudi d’Espanya i a 
l’estudi de Catalunya. 

¡Muchas gracias! 
Moltes gràcies! 

f 

TRIBUTE TO SHANNON DYKSTRA 

HON. TOM LATHAM 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to recognize the excellence in education in the 
4th Congressional District of Iowa, and to spe-
cifically congratulate Shannon Dykstra of Nora 
Springs-Rock Falls Community School District, 
who earned the National Board Certification— 
the highest level of certification in the teaching 
profession. 

National Board Certification is a voluntary 
assessment program designed to recognize 
and reward great teachers. National Board 
Certified Teachers (NBCTs) have successfully 
demonstrated advanced teaching knowledge, 
skills and practices. Certification is achieved 
through a rigorous, performance-based as-
sessment that typically takes one to three 
years to complete. Certification is offered in 25 
different subjects, covering 97 percent of the 
subjects taught in K–12 schools. 

I congratulate Shannon Dykstra on her well- 
deserved certification, and I’m certain that she 
will continue to touch the lives of many youth 
in her community. It is a great honor to rep-
resent Shannon in the United States Con-
gress, and I wish her continued success. 

f 

HONORING THE WORK OF 
SUPERVISOR MIKE REILLY 

HON. MIKE THOMPSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. Madam 
Speaker, I rise today along with my colleague, 
Congresswoman LYNN WOOLSEY, to honor one 
of our districts’ most hard-working public serv-
ants, Mike Reilly of Forestville, California, who 
has recently retired from the Sonoma County 
Board of Supervisors. 

For twelve years as County Supervisor, 
Mike represented Sonoma County’s 5th Dis-
trict, a vast rambling, and fantastically beau-
tiful place that encompasses the entire 53 
miles of Sonoma County’s coast, redwood for-
ests, vineyards, the Russian River, and the 
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western edge of our largest city, Santa Rosa. 
Known as ‘‘West County,’’ the 5th District is 
Sonoma County’s most progressive with a vi-
brant and diverse population of ethnicity, sex-
ual orientation and economic backgrounds. 
Mike Reilly, with his intelligence, people skills 
and encyclopedic knowledge of politics rep-
resented every one of his constituencies. 

Mike is a Bay Area native born on May 27, 
1944 in San Mateo, California. Always inter-
ested in politics, his first office was senior 
class president at Hayward High and later, 
student body president at Chabot College. 
Mike was an Army volunteer and served two 
years in Okinawa. The young veteran returned 
to the Bay Area after completing his tour of 
duty and began working as a youth counselor. 
He became one of the founders and eventu-
ally Executive Director of the Hayward-based 
Project Eden, a non-profit organization that of-
fered drug counseling to the city’s ‘‘street 
kids.’’ 

In 1977, Mike moved to Sonoma County to 
begin working for the county’s drug and alco-
hol program, again as a counselor to youth. 
Mike settled in Forestville and soon became 
active in west county politics, no doubt influ-
enced by his neighbor, Ernie Carpenter, who 
became the 5th District Supervisor in 1978. 

From 1981 to 1985, Mike served as Admin-
istrative Assistant to state Assemblyman Dan 
Hauser, whose 1st District ran from Sonoma 
County to the Oregon border. During his ten-
ure with Hauser, Mike was a key player in the 
designation of the Lost Coast Sinkyone Wil-
derness Area for public use, drafting initial leg-
islation banning oil and gas development in 
Northern California state waters, the restora-
tion of the Point Arena Pier, and regional 
issues pertaining to fishing and timber extrac-
tion. 

In 1986 Mike Reilly became Executive Di-
rector of West County Community Services, a 
non-profit that grew from a 70’s era all volun-
teer ‘‘River Switchboard,’’ to an organization 
offering a variety of services for people of all 
ages. Under Mike’s leadership, West County 
Community Services developed an excellent 
drug and alcohol abuse programs, led in the 
establishment of the Russian River Senior 
Center and the Sebastopol Teen Center and 
opened a homeless shelter. For thirteen years, 
Mike also served as a trustee for the Forest-
ville Elementary School District and the West 
County High School District. 

When Supervisor Carpenter announced his 
retirement from public office in 1995, Mike 
Reilly embarked on a grueling eighteen month 
campaign to successfully succeed him. Mike’s 
hard fought campaign and subsequent service 
allowed him to coast to two unopposed re- 
election victories in the years ahead. These 
were not years without challenges, however, 
including huge floods on the lower Russian 
River in 1997 and 1999, years of underfunded 
services in rural areas and the heavily urban-
ized Roseland area in the district, and a 
sometimes lonely role as an environmental ad-
vocate on the Board of Supervisors. 

Despite these difficulties Mike was able to 
forge agreements that led to county support of 
home elevation program on the flood prone 
Russian River, the formation of the Russian 
River Redevelopment District, and ordinances 
regulating forest conversions and vineyard 
grading, as well as untangling hundreds of 
county problems for his constituents. Mike was 
also a powerful presence on the County’s 

Open Space and Agricultural Preservation Dis-
trict, and instrumental in protecting thousands 
of acres of land under county ownership or 
conservation easements. 

During the same 12 years, Mike also served 
on the California Coastal Commission, includ-
ing two years as the Commission’s Chair. He 
has been recognized by statewide environ-
mental groups as having the strongest con-
servation record of any of the publically elect-
ed members of the Commission. 

I would also note that Mike Reilly is a key 
player in moving forward the Gulf of the 
Farallones and Cordell Bank National Marine 
Sanctuaries Boundary Modification and Pro-
tection Act, a bill that would provide perma-
nent protection for the entire Sonoma Coast. 
Mike led successful efforts to endorse the bill 
by both the Sonoma County Board of Super-
visors and the California Coastal Commission. 
With our new Administration these efforts will 
result in passage. 

This year Mike is celebrating another 12- 
year anniversary, his marriage to Judi, which 
took place on January 25, 1997, in a home in 
Guerneville in the midst of a flood emergency. 
Mike and Judi, their three daughters, Kimberly, 
Sheri and Kelly, as well as Kelly’s husband 
Stewart and their son, Stetson, and Sheri’s fi-
ance, Will, make up a loving and supportive 
family with great political energy and philoso-
phies. 

Although Mike has retired from the Board of 
Supervisors, we will not let him leave us. He 
continues to serve as a board member of 
Coastwalk, California’s unique coastal edu-
cation program and on New Ways to Work, a 
national non-profit that is finding ways to train 
youth for the new economy. Knowing of Mike’s 
energy, his intelligence and his savvy, his can- 
do attitude, we expect that although Mike will 
be able to play more golf now, he will continue 
to exert his powerful and positive influence on 
our community and our world. 

f 

HONORING WILLIAM MARK FELT 

HON. LYNN C. WOOLSEY 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Madam Speaker, I rise to 
honor the memory of a singular American who 
helped our democracy triumph in one of our 
darkest moments. 

I speak of William Mark Felt, a former Asso-
ciate Director of the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation (FBI), who was instrumental in uncov-
ering the great abuse of presidential power 
known as Watergate. Mark Felt died on De-
cember 18, 2008, in Santa Rosa, California in 
my district, more than 30 years after retiring 
from a career that included major roles in the 
turbulent and sometimes troubling history of 
the FBI. 

It was Mark Felt’s role of whistleblower in 
the Watergate affair that led to the resignation 
of President Nixon that will forever ensure his 
place in history. For Mark Felt was ‘‘Deep 
Throat’’ the inside informant of Bob Woodward 
of the Washington Post. Mark was the person 
who that lent credibility and verification to 
Woodward’s and Carl Bernstein’s investigation 
of what lay behind the 1972 break-in at the 
Democratic National Committee’s head-
quarters at the Watergate Hotel. 

Over the next two years, Americans learned 
that the Watergate break-in was conducted by 
the same team of burglars who had attempted 
to discredit another whistleblower, Daniel 
Ellsberg, who had leaked revelations about 
government lies about the Vietnam War to the 
New York Times. Through the press and con-
gressional investigations they discovered that 
the President of the United States had his own 
illegal slush fund which his subordinates used 
to bankroll political espionage; that high rank-
ing executive department officials were privy 
to these illegalities, that a presidential ‘‘en-
emies list’’ existed, and that the executive 
branch used its powers to punish those en-
emies through tax audits and extra-legal in-
vestigations. 

We had a president that had set himself 
above the law, a man who abused the trust of 
the people of the United States and his own 
oath of office. Fortunately, Mark Felt stood up 
and decided not to allow the FBI to be a tool 
in these dark schemes. In the shadowy cavern 
of a parking garage in Washington, DC, Mark 
Felt, risking his job, his reputation, his per-
sonal liberty (in a time before whistleblower 
protection laws) told Bob Woodward what the 
FBI had uncovered about Watergate, ensuring 
that its findings would not be suppressed. 

In the late summer of 1974 when President 
Nixon’s own party leaders in the Senate told 
him that impeachment was inevitable, he re-
signed, ending what had become an imperial 
presidency. The ship of state had righted 
itself; the system worked, however imperfectly. 

Mark Felt’s moment in history has a lesson 
for us. One man standing up to tyranny can 
make a difference, and the truth can indeed 
set us free. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO JULIE FITZGERALD 

HON. TOM LATHAM 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to recognize the excellence in education in the 
4th Congressional District of Iowa, and to spe-
cifically congratulate Julie Fitzgerald of West 
Des Moines Community School District, who 
earned the National Board Certification—the 
highest level of certification in the teaching 
profession. 

National Board Certification is a voluntary 
assessment program designed to recognize 
and reward great teachers. National Board 
Certified Teachers (NBCTs) have successfully 
demonstrated advanced teaching knowledge, 
skills and practices. Certification is achieved 
through a rigorous, performance-based as-
sessment that typically takes one to three 
years to complete. Certification is offered in 25 
different subjects, covering 97 percent of the 
subjects taught in K–12 schools. 

I congratulate Julie Fitzgerald on her well- 
deserved certification, and I’m certain that she 
will continue to touch the lives of many youth 
in her community. It is a great honor to rep-
resent Julie in the United States Congress, 
and I wish her continued success. 
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IN HONOR OF DIANE YOUNG 

HON. SAM FARR 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. FARR. Madam Speaker, I rise today to 
celebrate the life of Diane Young of Pajaro, 
California. Diane passed away on January 28, 
2009 at the age of sixty-five, after leaving the 
Pajaro community a better place to live and 
work. She was an extraordinary community 
leader who needed no official title to make a 
significant difference in the lives of every resi-
dent of Pajaro. 

Diane was born on November 25, 1943 in 
Minneapolis, Minnesota. She graduated from 
Southwest High School in Minneapolis. After 
meeting her late husband Pete, they both em-
barked on a path that would lead them to a 
small Central Coast community that could 
greatly benefit from their generosity of heart 
and tireless commitment to helping others 
achieve their dreams, particularly the youth of 
Pajaro. 

In 1983, she launched Young’s Tire Service 
with her husband and son in Pajaro, Cali-
fornia. Diane Young prided herself on the fam-
ily business, which she maintained and partici-
pated in throughout her illness. Her old school 
business habits were rooted in an unshakable 
work ethic. Because she did not rely on com-
puters for her business operations, Young’s 
Tire Service was able to continue serving the 
community through the 1989 Loma Prieta 
earthquake and a massive flood in 1995. 
There was never a shortage of customers 
congregating at the shop, and the influx of 
well wishers following her death speaks to 
how Diane touched the hearts of everyone 
she met. 

It was Diane’s business that became the 
catalyst for her lifelong community activism. 
After three violent killings, one of which oc-
curred right outside her store, Diane decided 
she wanted to see a safer community, one 
filled with happiness and pride, not fear. She 
organized Together in Pajaro to accomplish 
this goal. TIP is a nonprofit organization that 
is dedicated to community improvement and 
safety. Diane, along with her late husband 
Pete, founded Boy Scout Troop 505 15 years 
ago, to provide constructive alternatives for 
youth in Pajaro. These two organizations are 
just a small measure of Diane’s dedication 
and contributions to making her community, as 
well as the lives of those who live in it, not 
only better but more meaningful. 

Madam Speaker, Diane Young touched the 
hearts of everyone she came into contact with, 
and was a pillar of her community. I am cer-
tain I speak for the entire House in extending 
our heartfelt sympathy to Diane’s two children, 
her son Pete Young of Pajaro, California and 
daughter Sheliah Young of Oakley, California. 

f 

REGARDING IRAN’S ENDORSE-
MENT OF ANOTHER HOLOCAUST 
DENIAL CONFERENCE 

HON. MICHELE BACHMANN 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mrs. BACHMANN. Madam Speaker, I rise to 
share my profound disappointment in the con-

tinued extraordinary anti-Israel rhetoric and 
policies of Iranian President Mahmoud 
Ahmadinejad. He is again endorsing a con-
ference that denies the horror—indeed, the 
existence—of the Holocaust and that places 
blame for much of the world’s woes with the 
people of Israel. 

Tehran’s Sharif University of Technology 
conference, entitled Holocaust? A Sacred Lie 
by the West, is in and of itself disturbing. It is 
evidence that the hatred that underlies the vio-
lence in the Middle East is, regrettably, alive 
and well. But, for the head of a nation to lend 
the imprimatur of government support to such 
an event is real cause for alarm. President 
Ahmadinejad, in his statement of support for 
the conference, stated that the ‘‘Zionist regime 
is the ‘illegitimate child’ of the Holocaust phe-
nomenon.’’ This is dangerous rhetoric. 

There are millions of peace-loving peoples 
in the Middle East—Israelis, Palestinians, Ira-
nians, Iraqis; indeed from every nation of the 
region. They will never be able to experience 
peace and security as long as hatred like this 
is spoken, taught, and endorsed by the lead-
ers of the region. 

Mahmoud Ahmadinejad has just announced 
his intention to run for another term as Iran’s 
President. I am hopeful that the people of Iran 
will send him a message that they want to live 
in peace with their neighbors and that they 
want to put an end to the cycle of violence 
and hatred that conferences like this one epit-
omize. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO LIZABETH FOX 

HON. TOM LATHAM 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to recognize the excellence in education in the 
4th Congressional District of Iowa, and to spe-
cifically congratulate Lizabeth Fox of Decorah 
Community School District, who earned the 
National Board Certification—the highest level 
of certification in the teaching profession. 

National Board Certification is a voluntary 
assessment program designed to recognize 
and reward great teachers. National Board 
Certified Teachers (NBCTs) have successfully 
demonstrated advanced teaching knowledge, 
skills and practices. Certification is achieved 
through a rigorous, performance-based as-
sessment that typically takes one to three 
years to complete. Certification is offered in 25 
different subjects, covering 97 percent of the 
subjects taught in K–12 schools. 

I congratulate Lizabeth Fox on her well-de-
served certification, and I’m certain that she 
will continue to touch the lives of many youth 
in her community. It is a great honor to rep-
resent Lizabeth in the United States Congress, 
and I wish her continued success. 

f 

ON THE INTRODUCTION OF THE 
FERS RE-DEPOSIT ACT OF 2009 

HON. JAMES P. MORAN 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today to reintroduce the FERS Re-Deposit 

Act, which will help incentivize former federal 
employees to return to the civil service by al-
lowing them to buy back into the Federal Em-
ployee Retirement System. 

In no short time, the federal government will 
face a serious workforce shortage crisis. In ten 
years, 90 percent of our nation’s civil service 
federal executives will be over the age of 50 
and many will be nearing retirement. This 
coming brain drain threatens the stability and 
functioning of essential government functions. 
At a time when the American people are de-
manding efficient and effective government— 
from the implementation of public programs to 
the oversight of the Iraq war—we are about to 
lose many of our dedicated and most knowl-
edgeable professionals. 

The FERS Re-Deposit Act will begin to help 
with the coming workforce shortage. The 
FERS Redeposit Act would allow individuals 
who left the federal government, and received 
a refund of their Federal Employees Retire-
ment System (FERS) contributions, to re-enter 
government service without losing their ac-
crued annuity. Instead of forfeiting credit 
earned during their prior service, returning em-
ployees would be able to redeposit their 
cashed out annuity upon re-employment. This 
benefit is already available to federal employ-
ees who are registered under the older Civil 
Service Retirement System (CSRS). 

I have received many letters of former fed-
eral employees who work in the private sector, 
but would like to return to civil service. Many 
of these well-qualified men and women are 
choosing to remain in the private workforce 
because the costs to re-entering the federal 
workforce are too high. In an economy where 
people will change jobs many times over the 
course of their careers, a reinvestment option 
under FERS will make government service 
more competitive, incorporating the flexibility 
and mobility that are so common in the private 
sector and in businesses of the new economy. 

As more and more FERS employees leave 
the federal government and later wish to re- 
enter federal service, a redeposit option would 
provide the incentive needed to bring these in-
dividuals back into government service. 

Madam Speaker, now is the time to act be-
fore the workforce shortage hits our civil serv-
ice the hardest. I urge my colleagues to join 
me in this effort to make federal service more 
attractive by supporting the FERS Re-Deposit 
Act. 

f 

IN COMMEMORATION OF MR. 
SANTONIO HOLMES 

HON. ALCEE L. HASTINGS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam Speaker, 
I rise today to commemorate the achievement 
of Mr. Santonio Holmes, who on February 1, 
2009 was named the Most Valuable Player of 
Super Bowl XLIII. 

Mr. Holmes was born in Belle Glade, FL, a 
part of my Congressional district. Mr. Holmes 
came from humble roots and through hard 
work and dedication, he made it to the Na-
tional Football League (NFL). Mr. Holmes’ ath-
letic prowess and entrepreneurship developed 
from an early age; as a young boy growing up 
in Belle Glade, he would catch rabbits by hand 
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and sell them. Mr. Holmes attended Glades 
Central High School in Belle Glade, where he 
excelled in football, basketball and track. He 
went on to attend College at Ohio State from 
2003 to 2005, where he starred as a wide re-
ceiver. In 2006 he was picked 25th in the first 
round of the NFL draft. 

Mr. Holmes’ performance in the Pittsburgh 
Steelers’ victory over the Arizona Cardinals 
was nothing short of tremendous. He caught 9 
receptions for a total of 131 yards. It was his 
last reception, however, that was most signifi-
cant. With less than a minute remaining, the 
Steelers trailed the Cardinals 23–20. Steelers 
quarterback Ben Roethlisberger, in an impro-
vised play, lofted the ball toward the right cor-
ner, over the hands of three defenders. Mr. 
Holmes leaped to get it and managed to drag 
both feet in bounds, his toes barely scraping 
the grass before he tumbled out of bounds. 
This touchdown and the subsequent conver-
sion gave the Steelers a winning margin of 
27–23. 

Madam Speaker, Mr. Holmes’ recognition as 
the Most Valuable Player of Super Bowl XLIII 
is well deserved. Mr. Holmes’ personal story 
also highlights the promise and opportunity of 
our great nation, that all Americans, even 
those from the most humble of backgrounds, 
may achieve tremendous things. I am ex-
tremely proud to congratulate Mr. Holmes and 
encourage my colleagues to join me in doing 
so as well. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO DR. THOMAS 
GREENBOWE 

HON. TOM LATHAM 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to recognize the excellence in education in the 
4th Congressional District of Iowa, and to spe-
cifically congratulate Dr. Thomas Greenbowe 
of Iowa State University, who has been named 
the 2008 Iowa Professor of the Year by the 
Council for Advancement and Support of Edu-
cation (CASE) and The Carnegie Foundation 
for the Advancement of Teaching. 

The U.S. Professors of the Year is a pres-
tigious program that honors outstanding col-
lege and university instructors across the 
country. National and state U.S. Professors of 
the Year Awards are given each year to 
teachers across the country that have touched 
and elevated the lives and careers of their stu-
dents. Dr. Greenbowe has an accomplished 
history as a Professor of Chemistry at Iowa 
State which began in 1990. 

I congratulate Dr. Thomas Greenbowe on 
his well-deserved Iowa Professor of the Year 
Award, and I’m certain that he will continue to 
improve Chemistry and Science education for 
many years to come. It is a great honor to 
represent Dr. Greenbowe in the United States 
Congress, and I wish him continued success. 

THE MILITARY DOMESTIC AND 
SEXUAL VIOLENCE RESPONSE ACT 

HON. LOUISE McINTOSH SLAUGHTER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Madam Speaker, I am 
proud to reintroduce the Military Domestic and 
Sexual Violence Response Act. This important 
piece of legislation will ensure greater protec-
tions for service members and their families if 
they become victims of violence. It also will 
strengthen programs to prevent violence 
against fellow soldiers and military families. 

Unfortunately, sexual assault and domestic 
violence are pervasive and serious problems 
throughout all branches of the military. In 
March 2008, the Department of Defense 
(DoD) released their fourth annual sexual as-
sault report, which stated that there were 
2,688 reports of sexual assault in 2007. Al-
though this is down from the 2,947 allegations 
of sexual assaults reported in 2006, the DoD 
changed their reporting requirements from cal-
endar year to fiscal year, so there is no way 
to tell if this reflects a decrease in sexual as-
saults or not. In 2006, there was a 24 percent 
increase in reported sexual assaults compared 
to 2005. In 2004, the DoD reported 9,000 inci-
dents of spousal abuse. A 2005 Sexual Har-
assment and Assault Survey of the Service 
Academies found six percent of females and 
one percent of males said they were sexually 
assaulted in 2004–2005, and less than half 
the females who experienced sexual assault 
reported it. In this same survey, 60 percent of 
female cadets indicated sexual harassment 
was about the same as when they first en-
rolled at their academy. 

While the DoD has been making efforts to 
improve its prevention and response to do-
mestic and sexual violence, victim services re-
main incomplete and inconsistent among the 
various branches. There have been reports 
that victims advocates, charged with protecting 
the victim’s rights, have been denied re-
sources to do their job, and in some instances 
been forced off the base all together. Further-
more, DoD policies are not codified in the Uni-
form Code of Military Justice (UCMJ) and do 
not offer the same level of rights and protec-
tions afforded to civilian victims. Perhaps most 
importantly, victims are unable to seek con-
fidential counseling and treatment without fear 
that their records might become public if they 
press charges against their assailant. 

My bill, the Military Domestic and Sexual Vi-
olence Response Act, seeks to bring military 
law up to par with civilian laws by establishing 
a comprehensive approach for the military to 
address domestic violence and sexual assault 
among our soldiers. Specifically, this bill will: 

Establish an Office of Victims Advocate 
(OVA) within DoD, bring the Family Advocacy 
Program under OVA, and create a Director of 
OVA to oversee and coordinate efforts to pre-
vent and respond to cases of family violence, 
domestic violence, sexual assault, and stalking 
with the military and among military families 

Codify rights, restitution policies, treatment 
and other services for victims within the 
UCMJ, including creating comprehensive con-
fidentiality protocols to protect the rights of vic-
tims within military law 

Strengthen policies for reporting, pros-
ecuting and treating perpetrators of violence 

Create counseling and treatment programs 
through the Department of Veterans Affairs 

The military should be at the forefront of 
prosecuting assailants and setting the highest 
standards for treatment of service men and 
women, or military family members, victimized 
by sexual assault and domestic violence. Our 
Armed Forces must be able to guarantee the 
most basic protections to ensure these victims 
can receive necessary counseling, treatment, 
and justice. 

If a victim cannot access essential care for 
fear of stigma, threats to their career, or be-
cause they just do not know what resources 
are available, the military will continue to lose 
valuable female and male soldiers. These men 
and women who serve our country in uniform 
put themselves in harms way to protect our 
nation from threats at home and abroad. They 
deserve the same rights and protections as 
the civilians whose freedoms they protect. My 
bill ensures service members are adequately 
protected when dealing with the horrible trag-
edy of sexual assault or domestic violence. 

Do not allow our brave service members to 
be victimized twice, once by their perpetrator 
and then again by the military’s lack of appro-
priate, compassionate, and confidential treat-
ment and response. 

Madam Speaker, I encourage all Members 
to join me in cosponsoring the Military Domes-
tic and Sexual Violence Response Act. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO ELIZABETH 
LORENTZEN 

HON. TOM LATHAM 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. LATHAM. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to recognize the excellence in education in the 
4th Congressional District of Iowa, and to spe-
cifically congratulate Elizabeth Lorentzen of 
Decorah Community School District, who 
earned the National Board Certification—the 
highest level of certification in the teaching 
profession. 

National Board Certification is a voluntary 
assessment program designed to recognize 
and reward great teachers. National Board 
Certified Teachers (NBCTs) have successfully 
demonstrated advanced teaching knowledge, 
skills and practices. Certification is achieved 
through a rigorous, performance-based as-
sessment that typically takes one to three 
years to complete. Certification is offered in 25 
different subjects, covering 97 percent of the 
subjects taught in K–12 schools. 

I congratulate Elizabeth Lorentzen on her 
well-deserved certification, and I’m certain that 
she will continue to touch the lives of many 
youth in her community. It is a great honor to 
represent Elizabeth in the United States Con-
gress, and I wish her continued success. 

f 

IN REMEMBRANCE OF BUDDY 
HOLLY, RITCHIE VALENS, J.P. 
‘‘THE BIG BOPPER’’ RICHARDSON 

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. KUCINICH. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in remembrance of those who lost their 
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lives on what would become known as ‘‘The 
Day the Music Died.’’ Fifty years ago today, 
on February 3, 1959, a plane crashed near 
Clear Lake, Iowa, killing Buddy Holly, Ritchie 
Valens, J.P. ‘‘The Big Bopper’’ Richardson, 
and the pilot of the plane Roger Peterson. 
These musicians individually and collectively 
influenced a generation. 

Charles Hardin Holley, the singer known as 
Buddy Holly was born on September 7, 1936 
and was a pioneer in rock-’n’-roll. He was 
raised in a musical family and found his calling 
in rock-’n’-roll in 1955. Buddy Holly shared the 
stage with many of the artists who were influ-
enced by his work, such as Bob Dylan, Paul 
Simon, The Beatles, and the Rolling Stones, 
prior to his untimely death at the age of 22. 

Ritchie Valens, born Richard Stevens 
Valenzeula, was equally influential in his brief 
musical career. Born of Mexican decent, 
Valens was raised on mariachi and flamenco 
guitar music. He later used this influence to 
develop the unique Spanish language rock so 
many grew to love, such as in his hit ‘‘La 
Bamba,’’ which was originally a Mexican Folk 
song. 

Jiles Perry Richardson, Jr., known as ‘‘The 
Big Bopper’’, was a disk jockey, singer and 
songwriter who thrilled fans with classic re-
cordings such as ‘‘Chantilly Lace,’’ and wrote 
such as ‘‘White Lightnin’’ for George Jones 
and ‘‘Running Bear’’ for Johnny Preston. Fifty 
years later after their death, their songs con-
tinue to grace the airways and influence many 
musicians today. 

Madam Speaker and colleagues, please join 
me in celebrating the lives of Buddy Holly, 
Ritchie Valens and J.P. ‘‘The Big Bopper’’ 
Richardson for their lives were cut tragically 
short but whose music will continue to live on. 

f 

CELEBRATING THE LIFE OF 
GERALD SCHOENFELD 

HON. JERROLD NADLER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. NADLER of New York. Madam Speaker, 
I rise today to celebrate the life of Gerald 
Schoenfeld, who, as chairman of the Shubert 
Organization for more than 3 decades, was in-
strumental in revitalizing theater in New York 
and in making Broadway a national brand. 

The Shubert Organization owns and oper-
ates theaters in New York, Boston, Philadel-
phia, and Washington, DC. On Broadway, 
where it is preeminent in theatrical influence, 
the organization owns 17 theaters, most of 
which are in my Congressional District. Addi-
tionally, the Shubert Foundation provides 
major support to nonprofit theaters and dance 
companies across the country. 

Gerry Shoenfeld believed that the Shubert 
Organization was much more than a custodian 
of theaters. In fact, the organization invested 
in and produced many significant plays and 
musicals, winning numerous Tony Awards. 
With his friend and business partner Bernard 
Jacobs, Gerry Schoenfeld was involved in pre-
senting or producing everything from popular 
blockbusters, like Cats and Phantom of the 
Opera, to critically acclaimed productions like 
The Life & Adventures of Nicholas Nickleby, 
Amadeus, Dreamgirls, Sunday in the Park 
With George, The Real Thing, and The Heidi 

Chronicles. Again with Jacobs, Schoenfeld 
was instrumental in moving A Chorus Line 
from the New York Shakespeare Festival to 
Broadway, where it ran for 15 years. 

Gerry Schoenfeld knew all the players, big 
and small, in the Broadway theatrical commu-
nity and in the world beyond it. His dedication 
to Shubert employees was legendary. He 
knew everyone from the box office workers to 
the backstage crewmembers by name, and 
often spent his Saturdays making the rounds 
of the Shubert theaters, personally ensuring 
that things were running the way he wanted 
them to. 

Perhaps one of his most important contribu-
tions lay in his tireless efforts to demonstrate 
how powerful an economic engine the theater 
industry is, not only for New York, but also for 
the nation. Still another achievement was his 
success in spearheading the effort to make 
New York’s theater district and the sur-
rounding Times Square area family-friendly 
destinations. 

A native New Yorker, Schoenfeld attended 
local public schools, graduated from the Uni-
versity of Illinois, served in the Army during 
World War II, and earned a law degree from 
New York University’s School of Law. He was 
a member of the American Academy of Arts 
and Sciences and a faculty member of Colum-
bia University’s School of the Arts. American 
theater suffered a true loss with the death of 
Gerald Shoenfeld on November 25, 2008 at 
the age of 84. 

Madam Speaker, it is fitting that Gerald 
Schoenfeld, who left such an important legacy 
to Broadway and to America, be remembered 
and honored. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF THE FAMILY 
AND MEDICAL LEAVE ENHANCE-
MENT ACT 

HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mrs. MALONEY. Madam Speaker, Nearly 
16 years ago, President Clinton signed into 
law the Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA, 
PL 103–3), legislation that allows employees 
to take time off from work to care for a new 
baby or sick family member. Because of this 
landmark legislation, tens of millions of Ameri-
cans have been able to take up to 12 weeks 
of unpaid leave without the risk of losing their 
jobs. 

Building on the successes of the FMLA, 
today I will introduce legislation that would 
allow more workers to take leave to care for 
their family members and allow parents to 
take leave for parent-teacher conferences and 
family members’ doctor’s appointments. 

The Family and Medical Leave Enhance-
ment Act would broaden protections under the 
FMLA to allow employees in companies with 
more than 25 employees to take family or 
medical leave. Current law applies only to 
companies with 50 or more employees. The 
legislation would also provide up to 24 hours 
per year of unpaid Parental Involvement and 
Family Wellness leave, which will allow par-
ents and grandparents to attend parent-teach-
er conferences or to take their children, grand-
children or other family members to the doctor 
for regular medical or dental appointments. In 

these trying economic times, it is more impor-
tant than ever that family members be able to 
take time off of work to care for each other, 
without the risk of losing their jobs. 

Then-presidential candidate Obama en-
dorsed this concept in a June, 2008 speech in 
Albuquerque, NM, saying, ‘‘With more and 
more households headed by two working par-
ents—or a single working parent—it’s also 
time to dramatically expand the Family and 
Medical Leave Act. Since more Americans are 
working for small businesses, I’ll expand 
FMLA to cover businesses with as few as 25 
employees—this will reach millions of Amer-
ican workers who aren’t covered today. . . . 
We’ll allow parents to take 24 hours of annual 
leave to join school activities with their kids.’’ 

On behalf of America’s families, I urge my 
fellow colleagues to join me in support of the 
Family and Medical Leave Enhancement Act. 

f 

COMMEMORATING STONY BROOK 
FIRE DEPARTMENT’S 100TH AN-
NIVERSARY 

HON. TIMOTHY H. BISHOP 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. BISHOP of New York. Madam Speaker, 
I rise today to mark an important milestone in 
the civic life of Stony Brook, New York, a pic-
turesque college town on the shores of Long 
Island Sound. In 1909, a small group of volun-
teers founded the Stony Brook Fire Depart-
ment, beginning a tradition of service that has 
continued uninterrupted for 100 years. 

The job of volunteer firefighting has 
changed significantly in the past century. Fire 
alarms in Stony Brook are no longer broadcast 
with church bells, and the Fire Department’s 
original hand-drawn chemical firefighting appa-
ratus has been replaced with state-of-the-art 
equipment. 

However, Madam Speaker, the spirit of vol-
unteer firefighters remains undiminished, and 
is as vital today as ever before. I join their 
neighbors in thanking the Stony Brook Fire 
Department for 100 years of protecting the 
community and wish them the best as they 
enter a second century of service. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO FOUR FLORIDA 
VETERANS 

HON. KENDRICK B. MEEK 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

MR. MEEK of Florida. Madam Speaker, 
today I rise to pay tribute to the lives and leg-
acies of the late Ernest Holman, John Joseph 
Sweet, Nathaniel Henry Winger, and Pedro 
Aguero. Following years of courageous, dutiful 
and patriotic service to their country while 
serving in the United States Army, these four 
men found themselves homeless and without 
families. 

After dedicating years of their lives, these 
four brave and patriotic men answered the call 
of duty by risking their lives to serve and pro-
tect our Nation. As citizens we owe these men 
an overabundance of gratitude and respect for 
their compassion, commitment, and dedication 

VerDate Nov 24 2008 04:53 Feb 04, 2009 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00009 Fmt 0626 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\K03FE8.013 E03FEPT1rf
re

de
ric

k 
on

 P
R

O
D

1P
C

67
 w

ith
 R

E
M

A
R

K
S



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of RemarksE188 February 3, 2009 
in safeguarding our freedoms. As a result of 
their bravery and the bravery of so many other 
Americans, millions have enlisted in the Amer-
ican Armed Forces. 

Veterans such as Messrs. Holman, Sweet, 
Winger, and Aguero suffered from a complex 
set of factors that affect all homeless individ-
uals—an extreme shortage of affordable hous-
ing, a livable income, limited access to health 
care, which is exacerbated by a lack of family 
and social support networks. The Department 
of Veterans Affairs estimates nearly 196,000 
veterans are homeless on any given night and 
approximately 400,000 veterans experience 
homelessness during the year. Homeless vet-
erans are in dire need of housing, nutritional 
meals, physical health care, substance abuse 
aftercare, and mental health counseling. 
Messrs. Holman, Sweet, Winger, and Aguero 
are quintessential examples of the deeply 
tragic treatment dealt to our Nation’s homeless 
veterans. 

In July of 2007, the then Senator Barack 
Obama stated, ‘‘As long as there are veterans 
or veteran family members searching for shel-
ter on the streets . . . we have failed in our 
duty to honor our commitment of the brave 
men and women who chose to serve.’’ I am 
confident that President Barack Obama’s ad-
ministration will sympathize with the plight of 
homeless veterans and correct these injus-
tices. 

Messrs. Holman, Sweet, Winger, and 
Aguero inspired our Nation with their dedica-
tion and heroic efforts during their respective 
tenures in the Armed Forces. They will forever 
be recognized for their honorable services. 

Madam Speaker, I ask that my distinguished 
colleagues join me in recognizing Ernest Hol-
man, John Joseph Sweet, Nathaniel Henry 
Winger, and Pedro Aguero for their contribu-
tions to the United States of America and 
safeguarding its freedoms. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF THE 
NANOTECHNOLOGY ADVANCE-
MENT AND NEW OPPORTUNITIES 
ACT 

HON. MICHAEL M. HONDA 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. HONDA. Madam Speaker, I rise today 
to discuss the introduction of the Nanotechnol-
ogy Advancement and New Opportunities 
(NANO) Act. 

The NANO Act is a comprehensive bill to 
promote the development and responsible 
stewardship of nanotechnology in the United 
States. The legislation draws upon the work of 
the Blue Ribbon Task Force on Nanotechnol-
ogy, a panel of California nanotechnology ex-
perts with backgrounds in established industry, 
startup companies, consulting groups, non- 
profits, academia, government, medical re-
search, and venture capital that I convened 
with during 2005. 

Nanotechnology has the potential to create 
entirely new industries and radically transform 
the basis of competition in other fields, and I 
am proud of my work with former Science 
Committee Chairman Sherry Boehlert on the 
Nanotechnology Research and Development 
Act of 2003 to foster research in this area. 

But one of the things I have heard from ex-
perts in the field is that while the United States 

is a leader in nanotechnology research, our 
foreign competitors are focusing more re-
sources and effort on the commercialization of 
those research results than we are. 

In its report Thinking Big About Thinking 
Small, which can be found on my website, the 
Blue Ribbon Task Force on Nanotechnology 
made a series of recommendations for ways 
that the nation can promote the development 
and commercialization of nanotechnology. The 
NANO Act includes a number of these rec-
ommendations. 

In addition, the bill addresses concerns that 
have been raised about whether the federal 
government is doing enough to address poten-
tial health and safety risks associated With 
nanotechnology. The NANO Act requires the 
development of a nanotechnology research 
strategy that establishes research priorities for 
the federal government and industry that will 
ensure the development and responsible stew-
ardship of nanotechnology. This strategy will 
help to resolve the uncertainty that is one of 
the major obstacles to the commercialization 
of nanotechnology—uncertainty about what 
the risks might be and uncertainty about how 
the Federal government might regulate nano-
technology in the future. 

The NANO Act also includes a number of 
provisions to create partnerships, raise aware-
ness, and implement strategic policies to re-
solve obstacles and promote nanotechnology. 
It will: create a public-private investment part-
nership to address the nanotechnology com-
mercialization gap; establish a tax credit for in-
vestment in nanotechnology firms; authorize a 
grant program to support the establishment 
and development of nanotechnology incuba-
tors; establish a Nanoscale Science and Engi-
neering Center for ‘‘nano-CAD’’ tools; estab-
lish grant programs for nanotechnology re-
search to address specific challenges in the 
areas of energy, environment, homeland secu-
rity, and health; establish a tax credit for nano-
technology education and training program ex-
penses; establish a grant program to support 
the development of curriculum materials for 
interdisciplinary nanotechnology courses at 
higher education institutions; direct NSF to es-
tablish a program to encourage manufacturing 
companies to enter into partnerships with oc-
cupational training centers for the develop-
ment of training to support nanotechnology 
manufacturing; and call for the development of 
a strategy for increasing interaction on nano-
technology interests between DOE national 
labs and the informal science education com-
munity. 

I look forward to working with Science and 
Technology Committee Chairman GORDON to 
incorporate these provisions as his committee 
works to reauthorize the Nation’s nanotechnol-
ogy research and development program. 

f 

THE THOMASVILLE BULLDOGS 
ARE SUPER 

HON. HOWARD COBLE 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. COBLE. Madam Speaker, while the 
Super Bowl may be over, we cannot close the 
books on this football season without men-
tioning a high school in my district that truly 
defines the word super. On behalf of the citi-

zens of the Sixth District of North Carolina, we 
wish to congratulate the varsity football team 
of Thomasville High School for winning the 
North Carolina 1–AA, championship. The Bull-
dogs won the title on December 13, 2008, with 
a convincing 42–13 win over East Bladen 
High. This adds to the winning history at 
Thomasville High, which will place an 8th 
championship trophy in its collection. 

This year’s championship, which was won at 
Carter-Finley Stadium in Raleigh, North Caro-
lina, meant that the Bulldogs, who were led by 
Head Coach Allen Brown, completed an 
undefeated 16–0 season. The Bulldogs are 
accustomed to winning; Thomasville has won 
4 of the last 5 State championships in their di-
vision. 

While there were many strong efforts, the 
championship win was a team effort led by 
seniors Chris Brooks, D.J. McLendon, Brad 
Wilkes, Dujuan Ingram, Brandon Moss, Heath 
Stroud, Martez Wilson, Vince Sanders, Alex 
Parham, David Coard, Desmond Hare, Robert 
Benjamin, Darius Baxter, Thomas McLendon, 
and Roberto Duhart, juniors De’arius Dow, 
Jonathan Hinson-Brady, Malcolm Ivory, Bran-
don Lucas, Ralph Woods, C.J. Campbell, 
Tywon Little, Demonte Kearse, Brandon 
Royall, Vince Gobble, Mark Green, Tariq 
Camp, Joe Baranowski, and Kevin Green, 
along with sophomores Isaiah Williams, Rob-
ert Davis, Ian Flowers, John Campbell, 
Devonte Gordon-Hunter, Lawson Hodges, 
Lawrence Thomas, Steven Stanly, Jaquan 
Daniels, Sherrod Young, Kesean Green, and 
James Boyd. 

Also assisting the team during this incred-
ible season were assistant coaches Roger 
Bryant, Sam Captain, Heath Williamson, Nick 
Sweitzer, Jaz Tate, Tyler Tobin, Stan 
Baranowski, Brandon Staton, and Richard 
Herman, community coaches Vince Brown, Ed 
Courtney, Kemp Harvey, Don Osborne, and 
Benjie Brown, trainer Kenney Coker, AV Crew 
Travis Leonard, Wade Loftin, Casey Medlin, 
and Adam Oakley, middle school head coach 
Kelvin Carraway, and team doctors David Wil-
liams and Robin Williams. 

Again, on behalf of the Sixth District, we 
would like to congratulate Principal Dirk 
Gurley, Athletic Director Woody Huneycutt, 
Head Coach Allen Brown, and everyone affili-
ated with the Thomasville High School Bull-
dogs on having another great season and for 
winning the North Carolina 1–AA football 
championship yet again. The Bulldogs are 
super once more. 

f 

IN RECOGNITION OF MR. RICHARD 
D. BURNS 

HON. JERROLD NADLER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. NADLER of New York. Madam Speaker, 
I rise today in recognition of Mr. Richard D. 
Burns, Executive Director of New York City’s 
Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual & Transgender (LGBT) 
Community Center. Mr. Burns proudly serves 
as the longest-serving Executive Director of 
any LGBT organization in the United States. 

A graduate of Hamilton College and the 
Northeastern University School of Law, Mr. 
Burns has built a long and distinguished ca-
reer of public service, diligently leading a num-
ber of important service and advocacy organi-
zations through the years. 
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This year, while celebrating its 25th anniver-

sary, the Center has grown to become the 
largest LGBT multi-service organization on the 
East Coast and the second-largest LGBT 
community center in the world. More than 
6,000 people and 300 groups meet there 
every week. As a mark of his achievements, 
Mr. Burns was inducted into OMB Watch’s 
Public Interest Hall of Fame at their 25th Anni-
versary celebration in September 2008. 

Before joining The LGBT Center in Decem-
ber of 1986, Mr. Burns acted as President of 
the Board of Directors and as Managing Editor 
of the Gay Community News in Massachu-
setts. 

Mr. Burns has served on the Board of Direc-
tors of the Non-Profit Coordinating Committee 
since 1987. In addition, he is an active mem-
ber and past Co-Chair of CenterLink, an asso-
ciation of LGBT Community Centers which he 
co-founded in 1994. Today, CenterLink is the 
national voice for nearly 150 LGBT community 
centers across the country as a result of his 
dedication. 

Mr. Burns also serves on the Citizen’s Advi-
sory Committee of New York City’s Human 
Resources Administration and is the founder 
of the New York State LGBT Health and 
Human Services Network. And Mr. Burns is a 
member of the Steering Committee of the Na-
tional LGBT Executive Directors Leadership 
Institute, a member of the National Gay and 
Lesbian Task Force’s National Policy Round-
table. 

Today I rise to recognize and congratulate 
Richard D. Burns for 22 years of outstanding 
and dedicated service to the lesbian, gay, bi-
sexual and transgender population of New 
York, and for his groundbreaking work as Ex-
ecutive Director of The LGBT Center. 

f 

RECOGNIZING BRIGADIER 
GENERAL MARK ZIRKELBACH 

HON. BRUCE L. BRALEY 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. BRALEY of Iowa. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today to recognize the Deputy Adjutant 
General of the Iowa Army National Guard, 
Brigadier General Mark Zirkelbach, and to ex-
press gratitude for his many years of extraor-
dinary service and leadership. General 
Zirkelbach is retiring after almost four decades 
of service with the National Guard. He enlisted 
in the Iowa Army National Guard in 1970, and 
has served as the Deputy Adjutant General of 
the Iowa Army Guard since August 2001. As 
Deputy Adjutant General, he’s helped lead the 
Iowa Guard through the transformation from a 
strategic reserve to an operational force, and 
has overseen the deployment of thousands of 
Iowa National Guard members to combat 
zones like Iraq and Afghanistan. General 
Zirkelbach has been a strong advocate for 
Iowa National Guard members, and has no 
doubt made an incredible difference in the 
lives of many Iowa Guard members and their 
families during this challenging time. He’s also 
served as an incredible resource for me and 
my staff. It’s been my privilege to work with 
General Zirkelbach on issues of importance to 
the Iowa National Guard, including ensuring 
that soldiers who served in Iraq received the 
education benefits they deserved, and working 

to ensure that they receive the respite leave 
benefits that they are owed from the Pen-
tagon. I thank General Zirkelbach for his in-
valuable service to the National Guard, the 
state of Iowa, and the United States, and wish 
him the best of luck in retirement. 

f 

ACTION IN COMMUNITY THROUGH 
SERVICE 

HON. GERALD E. CONNOLLY 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. CONNOLLY of Virginia. Madam Speak-
er, I rise today to recognize Action in Commu-
nity Through Service (ACTS) as an excep-
tional community organization, setting a high 
standard of service for individuals and organi-
zations in Prince William County. 

Established on November 1, 1969, ACTS is 
guided by the mission to alleviate hunger, 
homelessness, and domestic violence, and 
help people achieve self-support in the Prince 
William area. A small group of dedicated vol-
unteers and clergymen founded ACTS in re-
sponse to the need for coordinated community 
action. ACTS now serves over 45,000 people 
a year. The organization’s growth is a testa-
ment to the effectiveness of its programs and 
ability of its staff and volunteers. 

ACTS opened the area’s first food bank and 
first dedicated homeless shelter. In 2008, two 
new facilities opened to accommodate the 
success of ACTS programs. The Eastern 
Prince William Safe House provides refuge for 
victims of domestic violence, and the new 
Family Services Center offers job counseling 
and life skills classes to women, children and 
families struggling with the hardships of home-
lessness. These facilities will help to restore 
hope and opportunity to those whom other-
wise would endure pain and isolation. 

ACTS continually receives top marks for 
program efficiency and delivers results that 
genuinely change lives. Citizens hoping to im-
prove their community and the lives of their 
neighbors have a capable partner in ACTS. 

Madam Speaker, I ask my esteemed col-
leagues to join me in expressing our gratitude 
for this organization’s accomplishments and 
their steadfast commitment to charity. 

f 

HONORING JOHN REAP, THE 2008 
METROCREST CHAMBER OF COM-
MERCE ‘‘CITIZEN OF THE YEAR’’ 

HON. KENNY MARCHANT 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. MARCHANT. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to honor and pay tribute to John Reap, 
the 2008 Metrocrest Chamber of Commerce 
‘‘Citizen of the Year.’’ John’s dedication and 
contributions to the Metrocrest community, 
which consists of Addison, Carrolton and 
Farmers Branch, have been both dynamic and 
exceptional. The Metrocrest Chamber of Com-
merce presents the award on January 30, 
2009, and I would like to extend my sincere 
congratulations to John for the deserved 
award and his many years of selfless service. 

John is the current President and Chief Ex-
ecutive Officer of Town North Bank, N.A., in 

Dallas. He also serves on the Board of Direc-
tors for the Bank. John has been at Town 
North Bank for twenty-eight years, the last 
fourteen serving in his current position. 

An active community member, John has 
served with a variety of civic organizations in-
cluding the American Heart Association, the 
Cotton Bowl Athletic Association, the 
Metrocrest Senior Adult Services, the 
Carrollton Farmers Branch Independent 
School District Educational Foundation, the 
University of Arkansas Alumni Association, 
and the North Texas Region Committee for 
the University of Arkansas Campaign for the 
21st Century. John served for seventeen 
years in both local and state capacities for the 
American Heart Association in Texas, and was 
Chairman of the Board of the American Heart 
Association, Texas Affiliate, Inc., from 1992 
until 1993. 

John earned a banking graduate degree 
from the University of Virginia in 1977, a mas-
ter’s degree in Business Administration from 
Southern Methodist University in 1971, and an 
undergraduate degree from the University of 
Arkansas in 1970. He also served as a faculty 
member for several years at the Southwestern 
Graduate School of Banking at Southern 
Methodist University. 

Madam Speaker, it is with great pride that I 
join the Metrocrest Chamber of Commerce in 
applauding the merits and commitment John 
Reap has displayed to our community. John’s 
tireless passion for community service has 
contributed greatly to the betterment of those 
around him, and I am extremely grateful for 
his service. On behalf of the 24th Congres-
sional District of Texas, I salute John for his 
achievement as the 2008 Metrocrest Chamber 
of Commerce ‘‘Citizen of the Year’’ and wish 
him many years of continued success. 

f 

A TRIBUTE TO DR. E.B. TURNER 

HON. MIKE McINTYRE 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. MCINTYRE. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute to a giant among giants, 
a friend of all citizens from all walks of life, 
and a man whose hand was always extended 
to those who wanted to reach for their 
dreams—Dr. E.B. Turner of Lumberton, Robe-
son County, NC. 

Dr. Turner, who passed away October 5, 
2008, was an inspirational leader, dedicated 
public servant, and renowned pastor for gen-
erations of Robesonians. Sixty years earlier in 
1948, Dr. Turner, who had just finished divinity 
school at Shaw University, made the trip south 
down I–95 to Lumberton to become pastor at 
First Baptist Church in South Lumberton. 
Never planning to make Lumberton his home 
or become involved in public service, Turner 
was challenged by the opportunity to make a 
difference. And through wisdom, persever-
ance, and drive, he truly did. From housing to 
infrastructure to economic development to 
education, Dr. Turner made a lasting impact 
on the future and quality of life for hundreds 
of thousands of citizens. 

In addition to his public contributions, Dr. 
Turner faithfully served the First Baptist 
Church for 57 years as Pastor. Through his 
love of God and his willingness to share the 
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good news with all, Dr. Turner not only 
changed lives, he changed hearts. 

I knew Dr. Turner personally. He and my fa-
ther, Dr. Douglas C. McIntyre, served on the 
City Council together in the 1970s. Later, Dr. 
Turner and I served together on the board of 
the newly chartered Lumberton Economic Ad-
vancement for Downtown, Inc, to help revi-
talize the downtown of our city. He and I were 
involved in many political activities together, 
and he appointed me to serve on the Robeson 
County Human Relations Commission. He en-
couraged me when I first ran for Congress to 
‘‘do something that people can see and feel 
and touch.’’ And, indeed I have kept those 
words in my mind and heart throughout the 
years as an inspiration when working on 
projects and programs to help folks back 
home in southeastern North Carolina. 

Madam Speaker, a few weeks ago, our na-
tion inaugurated our country’s first African- 
American President, Barack Obama. President 
Obama, and the next generation of political 
leaders, stand on the shoulders of men like 
Dr. E.B. Turner who paved the way for their 
success. 

May God’s blessings continue to shine upon 
Dr. Turner, his wife Georgia, daughters An-
drea and Rosalind, and all of his extended 
family. 

f 

IN HONOR OF RICHARD T. 
BORKOWSKI 

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. KUCINICH. Madam Speaker and Col-
leagues, I rise today in honor and recognition 
of United States Veteran Richard T. Borkowski 
as he receives the 2008 Veteran of the Year 
Award by the Joint Veterans’ Commission of 
Cuyahoga County. 

Mr. Borkowski began his service in the 
United States Army Infantry Division in 1950, 
the first year of the Korean War. Following the 
war, he married Evelyn, and together they 
raised two children—a daughter and son. He 
worked for nearly thirty years at the Standard 
Oil Company. Though his military tenure had 
ended years earlier, Mr. Borkowski never for-
got the soldiers who served with him, and he 
always felt a kinship with the men and women 
who would serve after him. 

For the past sixteen years, Mr. Borkowski 
has dedicated more than 5,000 volunteer 
hours at the Louis Stokes VA Medical Center. 
Mr. Borkowski helps disabled veterans get to 
religious services on Sundays, delivers snacks 
and treats to bed-bound veterans, and com-
passionately listens and talks to veterans 
about past military service and life experi-
ences that form common bonds of friendship 
and understanding. Mr. Borkowski is a life 
member of the Parma Veterans Center, Amer-
ican Legion, Veterans of Foreign Wars and 
Korean War Veterans. 

Madam Speaker and Colleagues, please 
join me in honor of Richard T. Borkowski, 
upon his selection as the 2008 Veteran of the 
Year by the Joint Veterans’ Commission of 
Cuyahoga County. Mr. Borkowski’s commit-
ment to the welfare of the veterans of our 
community brings an element of hope, light 
and friendship to the lives of those he 

serves—thereby strengthening the foundation 
of our entire community. 

f 

A BILL TO ENSURE ADEQUATE 
AIRLINE COMPETITION BETWEEN 
UNITED STATES AND EUROPE 

HON. JAMES L. OBERSTAR 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Speaker, in the 
past year, our attention in aviation policy has 
been trained on the survival of the U.S. airline 
industry, battered by reduced demand, and 
volatile fuel prices. This emphasis has been 
entirely appropriate. But we must not lose 
sight of the longer term issue of ensuring that 
when the airlines return to financial viability 
there will be enough competition to offer con-
sumers good service at reasonable prices. 

I have become increasingly concerned with 
the decline of competition in international mar-
kets, particularly between the United States 
and Europe. These markets used to be served 
by independent carriers from most European 
countries, and by a number of U.S. carriers. 
Increasingly, the market has come under con-
trol of three alliances composed of one or 
more U.S. carriers and several European car-
riers. 

The alliances began with ‘‘code sharing’’ in 
which one airline would sell tickets on the 
flights of another airline as though the flight 
was its flight. These arrangements have been 
defended as providing better and more con-
venient service for consumers. 

In recent years, the airlines in alliances 
have worked to take the process to the next 
level, asking the Department of Transpor-
tation, DOT, and the Department of Justice, 
DOJ, to grant the members of the alliance 
antitrust immunity to jointly plan services and 
fares over international markets served by the 
alliance. When immunity is granted, there will 
not be competition between the immunized 
carriers in the markets involved. 

Antitrust immunity has been granted for a 
number of alliance operations, and requests 
are pending for antitrust immunity for most 
other significant alliance operations. If these 
requests are granted, competition in the U.S. 
to Europe markets will be largely reduced to 
competition among three alliances. 

I believe that the time has come to reassess 
the wisdom of allowing the continuation of the 
reduced level of competition, which results 
from antitrust immunity for alliances. I am in-
troducing legislation to require a major study 
of whether the benefits to consumers of alli-
ances with antitrust immunity outweigh the ad-
verse effects of the resulting loss of competi-
tion. Following this study, DOT will be required 
to review its policies and make any needed 
changes. There may also be a need for further 
legislation. 

After any new laws and policies are in 
place, all grants of antitrust immunity for alli-
ances will be reviewed for conformity with 
those laws or policies. This review is now per-
mitted under the terms on which immunity was 
granted. When DOT granted immunity for alli-
ances, it wisely reserved the power to amend, 
modify, or revoke the immunity at any time. 
My legislation provides that no antitrust immu-
nity for alliances may continue beyond three 

years from date of enactment of the legisla-
tion, unless DOT affirmatively decides that the 
immunity should continue under any new laws 
and policies. 

A more detailed consideration of U.S.-Euro-
pean aviation trade shows that this market is 
now dominated by three major alliances: Star 
(United/Lufthansa), SkyTeam (Delta-North-
west/Air France/KLM) and oneworld (Amer-
ican/British Airways). These alliances have 
strong market power. Combined, the Star, 
SkyTeam and oneworld alliances account for 
almost 80 percent of the total world airline ca-
pacity, 78 percent of world revenue passenger 
kilometers, and 73 percent of passengers car-
ried. These three alliances control over 87 
percent of the traffic between the United 
States and Europe. 

The DOT has the primary responsibility to 
review proposed airline alliance agreements 
and antitrust immunity applications for inter-
national operations. The DOT typically grants 
immunity if the parties to the agreement would 
not otherwise go forward without it and it finds 
that the immunity is in the public interest. One 
other major factor that also drives DOT’s anal-
ysis is whether an Open Skies agreement ex-
ists between the United States and the coun-
try of the foreign air carrier. The DOJ, though 
a party in the antitrust immunity process, does 
not have a primary role in reviewing alliance/ 
antitrust applications. However, the DOJ does 
make recommendations, and supplies data 
and policy input to DOT on these issues. 

In 2008, the DOT granted the SkyTeam alli-
ance antitrust immunity to coordinate sched-
ules and prices, and operate as though they 
were one carrier. Since the granting of the 
SkyTeam application, Continental Airlines has 
filed an application to join the already antitrust- 
immunized Star alliance, and American Air-
lines and British Airways filed an antitrust im-
munity application for the oneworld alliance. 

Once antitrust immunity is granted, the air-
lines involved are removed as competitors in 
highly traveled international markets. As DOT 
noted in the SkyTeam decision: 

Upon implementation, the 4-way JV [joint 
venture] will bring all transatlantic services 
offered by the venture participants under the 
control of the venture. Committee and work-
ing groups, composed of senior representa-
tives from each airline will jointly plan and 
manage capacity, pricing and financial set-
tlement. The 4-way JV attempts to align the 
economic incentives of the participants to 
create what is known in the airline industry 
as ‘‘metal neutrality.’’ Instead of competing 
among themselves for a greater share of rev-
enue by trying to carry passengers on their 
own metal (aircraft), the participants agree 
to pool revenues and costs so that they be-
come indifferent as to which carrier operates 
the service. 

In essence, the granting of antitrust immu-
nity is a de facto merger of these airlines over 
the routes involved. Evidence also suggests 
that when immunity is granted to an alliance, 
there is a decline in competition from carriers 
not in the alliance. Case in point: in 1990, the 
New York JFK–Paris market had six com-
peting airlines, today there are only three. Of 
the three remaining carriers in the market—Air 
France and Delta, which are part of the immu-
nized SkyTeam alliance—have approximately 
75 percent of the market share. Another major 
market, Chicago to Frankfurt, is dominated by 
Star members United and Lufthansa, which 
control an 85 percent share; the Amsterdam- 
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Atlanta market will now be controlled by newly 
immunized SkyTeam members Delta and 
KLM. 

The Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure received testimony in May 2008, 
which indicated that domestic competition 
could be hampered by immunized alliances. 
Concerns were expressed that U.S. members 
of immunized alliances could use the profits 
realized as a result of anticompetitive behavior 
to subsidize domestic flying. 

In addition, fares in markets dominated by 
alliances have increased. In a summary of its 
2005 study on immunized alliances, the Brattle 
Group noted that ‘‘there is evidence that im-
munized alliances have undertaken actions 
that raise their rivals’ costs of interlining at cer-
tain alliance-dominated hubs. The decline in 
competition at these hubs is further evidence 
of market power: immunized alliances have 
gained market share at their respective Euro-
pean hubs even as their fares have risen.’’ 
The Brattle Group also expressed concern 
that even if ‘‘inter-alliance competition is suffi-
cient to discipline fares to destinations that 
can be served through more than one hub, it 
cannot do the same for destinations better 
served through a particular hub. Passengers 
to those destinations may be ‘captive’ to the 
dominant alliance at the hub, in the absence 
of non-alliance competition.’’ 

As early as 1999, the Transportation Re-
search Board (TRB), in its study Entry and 
Competition in the U.S. Airline Industry, ex-
pressed concern about the impact that global 
alliances with antitrust immunity may have on 
competition. The TRB stated that ‘‘although 
some travelers in connecting markets might 
benefit from these alliances, the potential 
gains to travelers in mainline markets—gate-
way to gateway routes where allied airlines 
were once main competitors—are not evident, 
and it is possible that these travelers are los-
ing out.’’ 

The TRB also expressed concern about the 
long-term impact of alliances on unaffiliated 
U.S. carriers, noting that the effect of such alli-
ances could be exclusionary and ‘‘ultimately 
forcing some unaffiliated U.S. airlines out of 
international markets by diverting their feed 
traffic and weakening their overall route struc-
ture to the detriment of domestic competition.’’ 

We cannot afford to be complacent about 
the threat to competition posed by these im-
munized airline alliances. To begin the discus-
sion, I am introducing legislation that calls 
upon the Government Accountability Office, 
GAO, to study: 

(1) The legal requirements and policies fol-
lowed by the DOT in deciding whether to ap-
prove alliances and grant exemptions from the 
antitrust laws under 49 U.S.C. §§ 41308 and 
41309; 

(2) Whether there should be any changes to 
those policies or the legislative authority under 
which DOT determines whether to grant anti-
trust immunity; and 

(3) Whether the DOT should exercise the 
right it has reserved to amend, modify or re-
voke any antitrust immunity previously grant-
ed. 

Importantly, this legislation would sunset all 
immunity grants three years after the date of 
enactment. This is necessary to ensure that if 
the GAO finds that policy changes are need-
ed, DOT will have the time to examine and im-
plement them. U.S. and foreign air carriers 
can then reapply for antitrust immunity under 
any new policies adopted. 

The GAO study will focus on the impact of 
immunized alliances on competition and cus-
tomer service. It is important to assess wheth-
er these immunized alliances have resulted in 
a reduction of competition, increase in prices 
or other adverse effects or have used their 
market power to foreclose rival airlines from 
competing at alliance dominated hubs. More-
over, the GAO will be tasked with analyzing 
whether network size plays a role in adversely 
affecting competition and whether there is suf-
ficient competition among immunized alliances 
to ensure consumers will receive benefits simi-
lar to those conferred by non-immunized alli-
ances. 

In addition, the bill directs the GAO to deter-
mine whether DOT’s and DOJ’s different regu-
latory and antitrust responsibilities for inter-
national alliances have created any significant 
conflicting agency recommendations and 
whether, from an antitrust standpoint, requests 
for antitrust immunity should be treated as 
mergers, and subject to a traditional merger 
analysis by the DOJ. 

As the Brattle Group noted, the ‘‘move to-
wards alliances has brought increased con-
centration to the transatlantic market, which 
highlights the importance of competition 
among alliances. This argues for caution on 
the part of regulatory officials in evaluating 
proposals likely to result in further increases in 
concentration. At a minimum, any substantial 
expansion in the scope of antitrust immunity 
offered to particular alliances (or combinations 
of alliances) should require compelling evi-
dence that there are economic efficiencies that 
would justify the expanded immunity and that 
could not be achieved absent the immunity.’’ 

This bill is an important step forward in de-
termining whether DOT’s antitrust policies are 
sound and whether the DOT gives appropriate 
consideration to the impact that the granting of 
antitrust immunity might have on competition 
here and abroad. 

As the evidence indicates, these immunized 
alliances hold great market power and have 
the potential for exercising that power to the 
exclusion of non-immunized carriers, thereby 
reducing competition in the international mar-
ketplace, as well as disrupting domestic com-
petition. If these immunized mega-alliances 
are allowed to proceed unchecked, the end re-
sult may be trading government control in the 
public interest for private monopoly control in 
the interests of the industry. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF THE ‘‘HATE 
CRIMES STATISTICS IMPROVE-
MENT ACT’’ 

HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mrs. MALONEY. Madam Speaker, today, 
along with Representatives RAÚL GRIJALVA, 
HENRY WAXMAN, BARBARA LEE, LYNN WOOL-
SEY, FORTNEY PETE STARK, and ELIJAH 
CUMMINGS, I am reintroducing the ‘‘Hate 
Crimes Statistics Improvement Act’’ which will 
ensure that hate crimes motivated by gender 
are accounted for by the FBI and local law en-
forcement agencies. With accurate data, local 
communities can identify gender-based hate 
crimes in their area, ensure that the prosecu-
tion of such crimes is a priority, and chart their 
progress toward eliminating them. 

In states with gender-based hate crimes 
laws, prosecutors typically must present con-
crete evidence that the criminal act was com-
mitted due to gender bias. Because not all 
crimes against women are gender-based 
crimes, prosecutors should have discretion in 
identifying what constitutes a gender-based 
hate crime. By collecting data on gender- 
based hate crimes, we send the message that 
we will not tolerate the violence targeted to-
ward women throughout our country. 

I urge my colleagues to support this impor-
tant legislation. 

f 

HONORING MR. GERALD BORDERS 

HON. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Madam Speaker, today I rise to celebrate the 
milestone of a long time friend of mine, Mr. 
Gerald Borders. On January 20, 2009 Gerald 
Borders of Dallas, Texas retired, completing a 
44 year career with Texas Instruments. Mr. 
Borders’ career spanned a remarkable amount 
of change. In 1963, when he began his career 
as a contractor, Dallas suffered from seg-
regated schools, public accommodations and 
facilities—including within Texas Instrument 
plant sites. He choose to coincide his retire-
ment on the day of the Inauguration of Barak 
Obama, our Nation’s first African-American 
President. 

I know that Mr. Borders thoroughly enjoyed 
his opportunities with Texas Instruments, in 
particular the time he spent as a full-time 
loaned executive to Paul Quinn College, a his-
torically black college in the southern sector of 
Dallas. His time with Paul Quinn lead to a 
passion that would define the later phase of 
his career: education and economic develop-
ment in the within that same southern sector 
in Dallas. One of Mr. Borders many projects 
mobilized tens of thousands of volunteer tutor-
ing in Dallas’s public schools. Mr. Borders was 
a tireless advocate of the Dallas Together 
Forum, which leveraged the purchasing power 
of major corporations toward economic inclu-
sion for minority and women owned busi-
nesses. He conceived of and administered the 
Texas Instruments Community Involvement 
Team, which commits philanthropic resources 
to diversity initiatives for investment in neigh-
borhood non-profits. He is a tireless volunteer 
for the United Way of Metropolitan Dallas and 
among other roles, serves as chairman of their 
African American Leaders Society. 

Mr. Borders’ knowledge, communications 
skills and leadership ability made him a highly 
sought after business leader by elected offi-
cials. For the past 15 years, I have requested 
that he host my Brain Trust Summit in Wash-
ington DC with the Congressional Black Cau-
cus—an event that highlights the challenges 
and opportunities of science, engineering and 
math education within the African American 
community nationwide. 

Madam Speaker, please join me in wishing 
Mr. Gerald Borders a well deserved retirement 
and a joyful and fulfilling future. 
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CONGRATULATIONS MRS. 

BEATRICE ELLIOTT 

HON. LYNN A. WESTMORELAND 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today to congratulate Mrs. Beatrice Elliott 
from the Third District of Georgia on her 104th 
birthday, a truly remarkable achievement mer-
iting acknowledgement. 

Mrs. Elliott, or ‘‘Mrs. Be’’ as she is most 
commonly known, celebrated this milestone on 
Jan. 8. 

I want to commend Mrs. Be not only on 
reaching her extraordinary age but also on 
what she has managed to achieve over the 
years as an upstanding member of her com-
munity. Mrs. Be worked for more than 40 
years as a teacher in Carroll and Coweta 
county school systems. The longevity of her 
tenure in the school system is a testament to 
her nurturing and caring attitude toward stu-
dents and her commitment to the future gen-
erations of this country. Mrs. Be has played a 
significant role in expanding students’ horizons 
and in building the stepping stones to aca-
demic and professional success for hundreds 
if not thousands of students. 

Past students, family and friends hold Mrs. 
Be in high regard and have sincere respect for 
her character. It is no surprise that, after 104 
years, Mrs. Be has amassed a large group of 
friends and a family that extends across four 
generations. 

Mrs. Be’s parents, the late Rev. and Mrs. 
William Parks, introduced her to the church at 
a young age. Her religious faith has played a 
central role throughout her long life. Mrs. Be 
now worships at Resurrection Baptist Church 
after spending many years as a member of 
Mt. Vernon Baptist. 

Madam Speaker, I call on the U.S. House of 
Representatives to join me, Mrs. Be’s family 
and the people of Georgia’s Third Congres-
sional District in celebrating Mrs. Be’s signifi-
cant milestone and wishing her a happy birth-
day. She is an inspiration to those who know 
her. 

f 

FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD 
ABOLITION ACT 

HON. RON PAUL 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. PAUL. Madam Speaker, I rise to intro-
duce legislation to restore financial stability to 
America’s economy by abolishing the Federal 
Reserve. Since the creation of the Federal Re-
serve, middle and working-class Americans 
have been victimized by a boom-and-bust 
monetary policy. In addition, most Americans 
have suffered a steadily eroding purchasing 
power because of the Federal Reserve’s infla-
tionary policies. This represents a real, if hid-
den, tax imposed on the American people. 

From the Great Depression, to the stagfla-
tion of the seventies, to the current economic 
crisis caused by the housing bubble, every 
economic downturn suffered by this country 
over the past century can be traced to Federal 
Reserve policy. The Fed has followed a con-

sistent policy of flooding the economy with 
easy money, leading to a misallocation of re-
sources and an artificial ‘‘boom’’ followed by a 
recession or depression when the Fed-created 
bubble bursts. 

With a stable currency, American exporters 
will no longer be held hostage to an erratic 
monetary policy. Stabilizing the currency will 
also give Americans new incentives to save as 
they will no longer have to fear inflation erod-
ing their savings. Those members concerned 
about increasing America’s exports or the low 
rate of savings should be enthusiastic sup-
porters of this legislation. 

Though the Federal Reserve policy harms 
the average American, it benefits those in a 
position to take advantage of the cycles in 
monetary policy. The main beneficiaries are 
those who receive access to artificially inflated 
money and/or credit before the inflationary ef-
fects of the policy impact the entire economy. 
Federal Reserve policies also benefit big 
spending politicians who use the inflated cur-
rency created by the Fed to hide the true 
costs of the welfare-warfare state. It is time for 
Congress to put the interests of the American 
people ahead of special interests and their 
own appetite for big government. 

Abolishing the Federal Reserve will allow 
Congress to reassert its constitutional author-
ity over monetary policy. The United States 
Constitution grants to Congress the authority 
to coin money and regulate the value of the 
currency. The Constitution does not give Con-
gress the authority to delegate control over 
monetary policy to a central bank. Further-
more, the Constitution certainly does not em-
power the federal government to erode the 
American standard of living via an inflationary 
monetary policy. 

In fact, Congress’ constitutional mandate re-
garding monetary policy should only permit 
currency backed by stable commodities such 
as silver and gold to be used as legal tender. 
Therefore, abolishing the Federal Reserve and 
returning to a constitutional system will enable 
America to return to the type of monetary sys-
tem envisioned by our nation’s founders: one 
where the value of money is consistent be-
cause it is tied to a commodity such as gold. 
Such a monetary system is the basis of a true 
free-market economy. 

In conclusion, Madam Speaker, I urge my 
colleagues to stand up for working Americans 
by putting an end to the manipulation of the 
money supply which erodes Americans’ stand-
ard of living, enlarges big government, and en-
riches well-connected elites, by cosponsoring 
my legislation to abolish the Federal Reserve. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA BUDGET AUTON-
OMY ACT OF 2009 

HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON 
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, As we ap-
proach a vote on the D.C. House Voting 
Rights Act of 2009, it is not too early in the 
session to begin the next steps necessary to 
make the residents of the District of Columbia 
genuinely free and equal citizens. Other than 
to voting rights, the highest priority for District 
of Columbia residents in the 111th Congress 

is their right to control the funds they them-
selves raise to support their city. Budget con-
trol is essential to the right to self-government. 
Therefore, today, I am introducing the District 
of Columbia Budget Autonomy Act of 2009 to 
give the District the right to enact its local 
budget without annual congressional over-
sight. 

As a practical matter, permitting the city’s 
budget to become law without coming to Con-
gress would have multiple and immediate ben-
efits for both the city and Congress. For the 
city, a timely budget means: eliminating the 
uncertainty of the congressional process that 
has a negative effect of the city’s bond rating, 
which adds unnecessary interest costs for 
local taxpayers to pick up; significantly in-
creasing the District’s ability to make accurate 
revenue forecasts; and reducing the countless 
operational problems, large and small, that re-
sult because the city’s budget cannot be im-
plemented when enacted by the city. Of the 
many problems that would be eliminated, none 
is more important than aligning the school 
year with the typical state government July 1st 
fiscal year, instead of the congressional fiscal 
year, which starts in October, after the school 
year has begun. 

Leaving the local enactment to the District 
would bring benefits to Congress as well. The 
D.C. budget often has had to come to the floor 
repeatedly before it passes because of con-
troversial attachments, often of interest only to 
a few members who sue the D.C. appropria-
tions to promote their pet ideological issues. 
Members then complain about the time and 
effort spent on the smallest appropriations that 
affect no other members. No budget autonomy 
bill can eliminate the possibility of riders be-
cause there are countless ways to attach rid-
ers, but our bill reduces the likelihood that un-
related riders will hold the city’s local budget 
hostage and sometimes the appropriations 
process itself. 

I am gratified that Congress itself has 
moved toward the position embodied in this 
bill. Congressional experience with the Dis-
trict’s budget has matured, and neither party 
has made changes in recent years. At the 
same time, increasing recognition of the hard-
ship and delays that the annual appropriations 
process causes has led Congress to begin 
freeing the city from the congressional appro-
priations network. In 2006, Congress approved 
the Mid-year Budget Autonomy bill, offering 
the first freedom from the federal appropria-
tions process, the most important structural 
change for the city since passage of the Home 
Rule Act 36 years ago. As a result, the District 
can now spend its local funds all year without 
congressional approval instead of having to 
return mid-year to become a part of the fed-
eral supplemental appropriation in order to 
spend funds collected since the annual appro-
priations bill. Moreover, during the past few 
years, appropriators have responded to our 
concern about the hardships resulting from 
delays in enacting the D.C. appropriation. I ap-
preciate our agreement that has allowed the 
local D.C. budget to be in the first continuing 
resolution, permitting the city, uniquely, to 
spend its local funds at the next year’s level, 
even though the budgets for federal agencies 
are often delayed for months. This approach 
has ended the lengthy delay of the budget of 
a big city until an omnibus appropriations bill 
is filed, often months after October 1st. 

There is no risk to the Congress passing the 
District of Columbia Budget Autonomy Act. By 
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definition, Congress will retain jurisdiction over 
the District of Columbia under Article I, Sec-
tion 8 of the Constitution because the District 
is not a state. Since, therefore, Congress 
could in any case make changes in the Dis-
trict’s budget and laws at will, it is unneces-
sary to require a lengthy repetition of the Dis-
trict’s budget process here. The redundancy of 
the congressional appropriations process is its 
most striking feature, considering that few if 
any changes in the budget itself are made. 

The original Senate version of the Home 
Rule Act provided for budget autonomy, and 
210 years of redundant processing of a local 
budget and delays occasioned by the extra 
layer of oversight offer conclusive evidence 
that the time is overdue to permit the city to 
enact its local budget, the single most impor-
tant step the Congress could take to help the 
District improve managing the city. 

Members of Congress were sent here to do 
the business of the nation. They have no rea-
son to be interested in or to become knowl-
edgeable about the many complicated provi-
sions of the local budget of a single city. In 
good times and in bad, the House and Senate 
pass the District’s budget as is. Our bill takes 
the Congress in the direction it is moving al-
ready based on its own experience. Congres-
sional interference into one of the vital rights 
to self-government should end this year with 
enactment of the District of Columbia Budget 
Autonomy Act. 

f 

BETTY SEMBLER OF TREASURE 
ISLAND, FLORIDA SELECTED 
FOR FLORIDA WOMEN’S HALL OF 
FAME 

HON. C. W. BILL YOUNG 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam Speaker, 
Mrs. Betty Sembler, who I have the privilege 
to represent, has been named to the Florida 
Women’s Hall of Fame for her lifetime of work 
to protect our nation’s youth and adults from 
the scourge of drug abuse. 

Florida Governor Charlie Crist selected her 
to be enshrined in the Hall of Fame in recogni-
tion of her three decade war on drugs. This is 
an effort she has taken on with great passion 
at the local, state and federal level. Betty has 
been a delegate to the White House Con-
ference for a Drug-Free America and a mem-
ber of the Governor’s Drug Policy Task Force 
in Florida. She has served on the board of 
DARE Florida and DARE America, a national 
organization that provides anti-drug education 
to elementary and middle school students. 

Betty also took her battle worldwide as she 
served as Vice Chairwoman of DARE Inter-
national and fought against international drug 
legalization efforts around the globe while trav-
eling with her husband Mel, who served as 
U.S. Ambassador to Australia and Italy. 

Back home in Pinellas County, Betty was 
the Founder and President of Save Our Soci-
ety from Drugs and the Drug Free America 
Foundation, Inc., nationally and internationally 
recognized non-profit organizations that pro-
mote sound drug policies, drug free work-
places, high school and college drug aware-
ness and education programs, maintain one of 
the nation’s largest libraries of anti-drug lit-

erature and reports, disseminate reliable sci-
entific information, and help with the develop-
ment of international drug free standards 
through The International Taskforce on Stra-
tegic Drug Policy and The Drug Prevention 
Network of the Americas. 

In addition to her tireless work against drug 
abuse, Betty has also found time to serve on 
the Board of the Florida Holocaust Museum; 
the Florida Governor’s Mansion Foundation; 
the Florida House in Washington, DC; and the 
University of Florida Brain Addiction Research 
Advisory Council. 

Betty’s non-stop work against drug abuse 
and in so many other philanthropic efforts 
have been honored nationally. In May 2005, 
she was named as an honorary Special Agent 
of the Drug Enforcement Agency and in March 
2008, the Drug Enforcement Agency Museum 
Foundation presented her with a Lifetime 
Achievement Award. She has also been rec-
ognized by the Houston Drug Free Business 
Initiative and in 2000 the Girl Scouts of the 
Suncoast Council named her a ‘‘Woman of 
Distinction.’’ 

Madam Speaker, I have known Betty 
Sembler for many years not only as a con-
stituent but as a dear friend and I can tell you 
that no one works harder for our community, 
our state and our nation. She has fought the 
war against drugs block by block, state by 
state and nation by nation. She is called upon 
by medical, government and law enforcement 
leaders for her advice on combating illegal 
drugs and on drug education campaigns. 

And she has represented the United States 
with great distinction as the First Lady to Am-
bassador Mel Sembler. She has been most 
gracious in forging special relationships with 
the leaders of some of our nation’s greatest 
and most critical allies. 

In all of these endeavors, Betty Sembler has 
served with a special spirit and energy that 
has amazed all who have come to know her. 
Her greatest passion though, is for her family. 
Mel, her husband of 56 years, and Betty are 
the proud parents of three children and 11 
grandchildren. They are special Americans 
who have always kept their priorities in 
order—faith, family and country. 

Madam Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join 
me today in thanking Betty Sembler for her 
lifelong service to our nation and in congratu-
lating her on being inducted into the Florida 
Women’s Hall of Fame. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO RAYMOND L. 
HARGROVE 

HON. PETE SESSIONS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. SESSIONS. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in memory of my dear friend, Raymond 
L. Hargrove. He was a great American, a be-
liever in the free enterprise system, and a kind 
and generous man. 

Born and raised in Texas, Mr. Hargrove was 
a proud graduate of the University of Texas at 
Austin and the Schreiner Institute. In 1964, he 
founded Hargrove Electric Company, which 
quickly became one of most successful busi-
nesses in Dallas. He founded the Greater Dal-
las Electric League and served as its first 
president. 

He was always active in our community and 
leaves a legacy of public service and philan-
thropy. He deeply believed in serving this 
great Nation and giving selflessly for the great-
er good. As a member of the United States 
Navy, he proudly served in World War II. His 
generosity extended to numerous causes such 
as the Salvation Army, United Way, Children’s 
Medical Center of Dallas, and Texas Scottish 
Rite Hospital. Mr. Hargrove recognized the 
courage of our law enforcement men and 
women and did as much as possible to sup-
port them. He was also a passionate advocate 
of the Texas Rangers, serving as a Director 
Emeritus for the Texas Rangers Association 
Foundation. 

He cared deeply for his family, friends, and 
community, and it was evident to all who knew 
him. I am honored to have known him and 
called him my friend. He will be greatly 
missed. May the peace of God be with those 
he loved and sustain them through this hour of 
sorrow. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. BOB ETHERIDGE 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Madam Speaker, my dear 
friend and former colleague Roger Bone 
passed away recently, and I needed to travel 
to North Carolina to pay my respects. Unfortu-
nately, due to these travel arrangements, I 
was unable to vote on one measure on the 
House floor. 

Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘yea’’ on Senate Bill 181, The Lilly Ledbetter 
Fair Pay Act of 2009. Further, I would have 
voted ‘‘no’’ on the motion to recommit the bill. 

Had I been present, I would also have voted 
‘‘yea’’ on the motion to move to consideration 
of House Bill 1, the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act. 

f 

HONORING THREE DEPARTING 
MEMBERS OF THE NATIONAL 
HISTORICAL PUBLICATIONS AND 
RECORDS COMMISSION 

HON. JOHN B. LARSON 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Madam 
Speaker, on behalf of the National Historical 
Publications and Records Commission, I 
would like to commemorate the departure of 
three notable members from Commission, with 
which I have had the honor of serving. These 
three individuals have helped promote the 
preservation and use of America’s documen-
tary heritage, helping those in our country and 
from abroad understand American democracy, 
history, and culture. 

Margaret Grafeld of the Department of State 
of the United States joined the National Histor-
ical Publications and Records Commission in 
June 1998 and has served with distinction for 
the past decade. Currently Director of the Of-
fice of Information Programs and Services, 
Ms. Grafeld has been with the Department 
since 1974, shortly after her graduation from 
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George Washington University, and is a grad-
uate of the Advanced Management Program, 
Information Resources Management College, 
National Defense University. 

In previous assignments, Ms. Grafeld 
served as acting director of the Office of Free-
dom of Information, Privacy, and Classification 
Review, and in other positions relating to infor-
mation management and policy, privacy, ac-
cess, litigation, appeals, and special projects. 
She was also involved with the State Depart-
ment’s Advisory Committee on Historical Dip-
lomatic Documentation. 

Her role on the Commission has been dis-
tinguished by her careful reading and consid-
eration of the applicants, her sense of public 
duty, and her expertise on records manage-
ment, particularly in the area of electronic 
records and public access. She has been the 
consummate public servant, always prepared 
to scrutinize and adjudicate applications, and 
render forthright and honest advice on public 
policy. 

The Commission thanks Peggy Grafeld for 
her dedicated service and contributions to its 
programs with our sincere respect and affec-
tion. 

Barbara Fields of Columbia University joined 
the National Historical Publications and 
Records Commission in 2001 and has served 
as representative of the Organization of Amer-
ican Historians with distinction. During her ten-

ure on the Commission, Dr. Fields has cast a 
keen eye on the historical importance of the 
documents and records of our applicants. 

A graduate of Harvard University and Yale 
University, Dr. Fields has brought a remark-
able breadth of knowledge to the Commission. 
A MacArthur Fellow from 1992 to 1997, she is 
one of the leading scholars on the history of 
slavery in the United States. She made a no-
table appearance on Ken Burn’s documentary 
series, ‘‘The Civil War,’’ and her publications 
include Slavery and Freedom on the Middle 
Ground: Maryland during the Nineteenth Cen-
tury, which won the John H. Dunning Prize of 
the American Historical Association; and she 
co-authored with members of the Freedmen 
and Southern Society Project, The Destruction 
of Slavery, which won the Thomas Jefferson 
Prize of the Society for the History of the Fed-
eral Government; Slaves No More: Three Es-
says on the Emancipation and the Civil War, 
and Free At Last: A Documentary History of 
Slavery, Emancipation, and the Civil War. 

Her role on the Commission has been dis-
tinguished by her discerning intellectual curi-
osity. The Commission thanks Barbara Fields 
for her dedicated service and contributions to 
its programs with our sincere respect and af-
fection. 

Charles T. Cullen joined the National Histor-
ical Publications and Records Commission in 
1990 and has served with distinction as rep-

resentative of the Association for Documentary 
Editing. 

Dr. Cullen is a tireless advocate for the vital 
importance of documentary editing, always ad-
hering to the highest standards, and in service 
to the public good. President and librarian 
emeritus of the Newberry Library, Dr. Cullen 
has been associated with that highly re-
spected center for research and public access 
since 1986. Previously, he taught at Averett 
College, the College of William and Mary, and 
Princeton University, and worked as the editor 
on the Papers of John Marshall and the Pa-
pers of Thomas Jefferson. He has written or 
contributed to more than thirty books and arti-
cles, and has lectured widely on subjects re-
lating to the age of Jefferson, the scholarly 
use of computers, and the role of humanities 
research libraries. An early advocate for the 
use of computers in scholarly editing, he re-
ceived the Association for Documentary 
Editing’s Distinguished Service Award in 1987. 

His role on the Commission has been distin-
guished by a relentless insistence on quality 
and by his leadership on many issues, not 
solely scholarly editing, and he will be sorely 
missed. The Commission tanks Charles Cullen 
for his dedicated service and contributions to 
its programs with our sincere respect and af-
fection. 
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Tuesday, February 3, 2009 

Daily Digest 
Senate 

Chamber Action 
Routine Proceedings, pages S1371–S1472 
Measures Introduced: Ten bills and two resolu-
tions were introduced, as follows: S. 364–373, S. 
Res. 26, and S. Con. Res. 4.                        Pages S1431–32 

Measures Passed: 
Authorizing Use of the Capitol Rotunda: Senate 

agreed to H. Con. Res. 27, authorizing the use of 
the rotunda of the Capitol for a ceremony in honor 
of the bicentennial of the birth of President Abra-
ham Lincoln.                                                                 Page S1472 

Measures Considered: 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act: Sen-
ate continued consideration of H.R. 1, making sup-
plemental appropriations for job preservation and 
creation, infrastructure investment, energy efficiency 
and science, assistance to the unemployed, and State 
and local fiscal stabilization, for fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2009, taking action on the following 
amendments proposed thereto: 
                                                            Pages S1371–87, S1387–1427 

Adopted: 
By 52 yeas to 45 nays (Vote No. 34), Coburn 

Amendment No. 109 (to Amendment No. 98), to 
strike the $246 million tax earmark for Hollywood 
production companies.           Pages S1387–97, S1399–S1400 

Mikulski/Brownback Amendment No. 104 (to 
Amendment No. 98), to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow an above-the-line deduc-
tion against individual income tax for interest on in-
debtedness and for State sales and excise taxes with 
respect to the purchase of certain motor vehicles. 
                                                                Pages S1397–99, S1400–03 

Harkin Modified Amendment No. 178 (to 
Amendment No. 98), to provide an additional 
$6,500,000,000 to the National Institutes of Health 
for biomedical research.               Pages S1405–06, S1420–21 

Withdrawn: 
Specter/Durbin Modified Amendment No. 101 (to 

Amendment No. 98), to provide an additional 
$6,500,000,000 to the National Institutes of Health 
for biomedical research.                     Pages S1403–05, S1420 

Pending: 
Reid (for Inouye/Baucus) Amendment No. 98, in 

the nature of a substitute.                              Pages S1371–74 

Murray Amendment No. 110 (to Amendment No. 
98), to strengthen the infrastructure investments 
made by the bill.                                                Pages S1374–87 

Vitter Amendment No. 179 (to Amendment No. 
98), to eliminate unnecessary spending. 
                                                                                    Pages S1406–08 

Isakson/Lieberman Amendment No. 106 (to 
Amendment No. 98), to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide a Federal income tax 
credit for certain home purchases.             Pages S1421–22 

Feingold Amendment No. 140 (to Amendment 
No. 98), to provide greater accountability of tax-
payers’ dollars by curtailing congressional ear-
marking and requiring disclosure of lobbying by re-
cipients of Federal funds.                               Pages S1422–27 

During consideration of this measure today, Senate 
also took the following action: 

By 58 yeas to 39 nays (Vote No. 33), three-fifths 
of those Senators duly chosen and sworn, not having 
voted in the affirmative, Senate rejected the motion 
to waive Section 204(a) 5A of S. Con. Res. 21, FY08 
Congressional Budget Resolution, with respect to 
Murray Amendment No. 110 (to Amendment No. 
98), to strengthen the infrastructure investments 
made by the bill. Subsequently, a point of order that 
the emergency designation provision in the amend-
ment was in violation of section 204(a) 5A of S. 
Con. Res. 21, FY08 Congressional Budget Resolu-
tion was sustained, and the provision was stricken. 
                                                                                            Page S1387 

By 71 yeas to 26 nays (Vote No. 35), three-fifths 
of those Senators duly chosen and sworn, having 
voted in the affirmative, Senate agreed to the motion 
to waive section 201(a) of S. Con. Res. 21, FY08 
Congressional Budget Resolution, with respect to 
Mikulski/Brownback Amendment No. 104 (to 
Amendment No. 98), to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow an above-the-line deduc-
tion against individual income tax for interest on in-
debtedness and for State sales and excise taxes with 
respect to the purchase of certain motor vehicles. 
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The point of order that the amendment was in viola-
tion of section 201(a) of S. Con. Res. 21, FY08 Con-
gressional Budget Resolution, was not sustained. 
                                                                                            Page S1401 

By 42 yeas to 55 nays (Vote No. 36), three-fifths 
of those Senators duly chosen and sworn, not having 
voted in the affirmative, Senate rejected the motion 
to waive section 201 of S. Con. Res. 21, FY08 Con-
gressional Budget Resolution, with respect to Boxer 
Amendment No. 112 (to Amendment No. 98), to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow 
the deduction for dividends received from controlled 
foreign corporations for an additional year. Subse-
quently, the pay-as-you-go point of order that the 
amendment would cause or increase an on-budget 
deficit for either of the applicable time periods set 
out in S. Con. Res. 21, was sustained, and the 
amendment thus fell.                                       Pages S1408–20 

A unanimous-consent agreement was reached pro-
viding for further consideration of the bill at 10:30 
a.m., on Wednesday, February 4, 2009.        Page S1472 

Appointments: 
United States Holocaust Memorial Council: The 

Chair, on behalf of the President pro tempore, pur-
suant to Public Law 96–388, as amended by Public 
Law 97–84, appointed the following Senator to the 
United States Holocaust Memorial Council for the 
111th Congress: Senator Hatch.                         Page S1472 

Japan-United States Friendship Commission: 
The Chair, on behalf of the President pro tempore, 
pursuant to Public Law 94–118, Section 4(a)(3), ap-
pointed Senator Murkowski to the Japan-United 
States Friendship Commission.                            Page S1472 

Board of Regents of the Smithsonian Institu-
tion: The Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, 
pursuant to the provisions of 20 U.S.C., sections 42 
and 43, appointed Senator Cochran as a member of 
the Board of Regents of the Smithsonian Institution. 
                                                                                            Page S1472 

Commission on Security and Cooperation in Eu-
rope (Helsinki): The Chair, on behalf of the Vice 
President, pursuant to Public Law 94–304, as 

amended by Public Law 99–7, appointed the fol-
lowing Senators as members of the Commission on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe (Helsinki) dur-
ing the 111th Congress: Senators Dodd, Whitehouse, 
Udall (NM), and Shaheen.                                     Page S1472 

Commission on Security and Cooperation in Eu-
rope (Helsinki): The Chair, on behalf of the Vice 
President, pursuant to Public Law 94–304, amended 
by Public Law 99–7, appointed the following Sen-
ators as members of the Commission on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe (Helsinki) during the 111th 
Congress: Senators Chambliss and Brownback. 
                                                                                            Page S1472 

Canada-U.S. Interparliamentary Group: The 
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, pursuant to 
22 U.S.C. 276d–276g, as amended, appointed the 
following Senator as Chairman of the Senate Delega-
tion to the Canada-U.S. Interparliamentary Group 
conference during the 111th Congress: Senator 
Klobuchar.                                                                     Page S1472 

Additional Cosponsors:                                       Page S1432 

Statements on Introduced Bills/Resolutions: 
                                                                                    Pages S1432–39 

Additional Statements:                                        Page S1431 

Amendments Submitted:                           Pages S1439–71 

Notices of Hearings/Meetings:                        Page S1472 

Privileges of the Floor:                                        Page S1477 

Record Votes: Four record votes were taken today. 
(Total—36)                         Pages S1387, S1400, S1401, S1420 

Adjournment: Senate convened at 10 a.m. and ad-
journed at 9:45 p.m., until 10:30 a.m. on Wednes-
day, February 4, 2009. (For Senate’s program, see 
the remarks of the Acting Majority Leader in today’s 
Record on page S1472.) 

Committee Meetings 
(Committees not listed did not meet) 

No committee meetings were held. 

h 

House of Representatives 
Chamber Action 
Public Bills and Resolutions Introduced: 50 pub-
lic bills, H.R. 793–799, 800–844; 4 private bills, 
H.R. 798–799, H. Res. 105–106; and 9 resolutions, 

H. Con. Res. 36; and H. Res. 103–104, 109–114 
were introduced.                                                   Pages H919–22 

Additional Cosponsors:                                 Pages H922–23 

Reports Filed: Reports were filed today as follows: 
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H. Res. 107, providing for consideration of the 
Senate amendment to the bill (H.R. 2) to amend 
title XXI of the Social Security Act to extend and 
improve the Children’s Health Insurance Program 
(H. Rept. 111–10) and 

H. Res. 108, providing for consideration of the 
bill (S. 352) to postpone the DTV transition date 
(H. Rept. 111–11).                                        Pages H908, H919 

Recess: The House recessed at 12:50 p.m. and re-
convened at 2 p.m.                                                      Page H879 

Joint Economic Committee—Appointment: The 
Chair announced the Speaker’s appointment of the 
following Members of the House of Representatives 
to the Joint Economic Committee: Representatives 
Hinchey, Hill, Loretta Sanchez (CA), Cummings, 
Snyder, Paul, Burgess, and Campbell.               Page H881 

Select Committee on Energy Independence and 
Global Warming—Appointment: The Chair an-
nounced the Speaker’s appointment of the following 
Members of the House of Representatives to the Se-
lect Committee on Energy Independence and Global 
Warming: Representatives Blumenauer, Inslee, 
Larson (CT), Herseth Sandlin, Cleaver, Hall (NY), 
Salazar, and Speier.                                                      Page H881 

Suspensions: The House agreed to suspend the rules 
and pass the following measures: 

CAMPUS Safety Act of 2009: H.R. 748, to es-
tablish and operate a National Center for Campus 
Public Safety;                                                         Pages H881–84 

Raising awareness and encouraging prevention 
of stalking by establishing January 2009 as ‘‘Na-
tional Stalking Awareness Month’’: H. Res. 82, to 
raise awareness and to encourage prevention of stalk-
ing by establishing January 2009 as ‘‘National Stalk-
ing Awareness Month’’, by a 2/3 yea-and-nay vote of 
417 yeas with none voting ‘‘nay’’, Roll No. 47; 
                                                                          Pages H887–90, H906 

Supporting the goals and ideals of National 
Teen Dating Violence Awareness and Prevention 
Week: H. Res. 103, to support the goals and ideals 
of National Teen Dating Violence Awareness and 
Prevention Week, by a 2/3 yea-and-nay vote of 419 
yeas with none voting ‘‘nay’’, Roll No. 48; 
                                                                          Pages H890–93, H907 

Reducing Over-Classification Act of 2009: H.R. 
553, to require the Secretary of Homeland Security 
to develop a strategy to prevent the over-classifica-
tion of homeland security and other information and 
to promote the sharing of unclassified homeland se-
curity and other information;                         Pages H893–98 

Fair, Accurate, Secure, and Timely Redress Act 
of 2009: H.R. 559, to amend the Homeland Secu-
rity Act of 2002 to establish an appeal and redress 
process for individuals wrongly delayed or prohibited 
from boarding a flight, or denied a right, benefit, or 
privilege, by a 2/3 yea-and-nay vote of 413 yeas to 
3 nays, Roll No. 49; and           Pages H898–H901, H907–08 

National Bombing Prevention Act of 2009: H.R. 
549, amended, to amend the Homeland Security Act 
of 2002 to establish the Office for Bombing Preven-
tion, to address terrorist explosive threats. 
                                                                                      Pages H901–05 

Suspension—Proceedings Postponed: The House 
debated the following measure under suspension of 
the rules. Further proceedings were postponed until 
tomorrow, February 4th: 

Death in Custody Reporting Act of 2009: H.R. 
738, to encourage States to report to the Attorney 
General certain information regarding the deaths of 
individuals in the custody of law enforcement agen-
cies.                                                                             Pages H884–87 

Select Committee on Energy Independence and 
Global Warming—Appointment: The Chair an-
nounced the Speaker’s appointment of the following 
Members of the House of Representatives to the Se-
lect Committee on Energy Independence and Global 
Warming: Representatives Shadegg, Sullivan, 
Blackburn, Miller (MI), and Capito.                  Page H906 

Recess: The House recessed at 5:02 p.m. and recon-
vened at 6:30 p.m.                                                      Page H906 

Moment of Silence: The House observed a moment 
of silence in honor of Wendell Wyatt, former Mem-
ber of Congress.                                                            Page H907 

Quorum Calls—Votes: Three yea-and-nay votes de-
veloped during the proceedings of today and appear 
on pages H906, H907, and H907–08. There were 
no quorum calls. 
Adjournment: The House met at 12:30 p.m. and 
adjourned at 8:30 p.m. 

Committee Meetings 
DERIVATIVES 
Committee on Agriculture: Held a hearing to review de-
rivatives legislation. Testimony was heard from pub-
lic witnesses. 

Hearings continue tomorrow. 

PROMOTING BANK LIQUIDITY/LENDING 
Committee on Financial Services: Held a hearing enti-
tled ‘‘Promoting Bank Liquidity and Lending 
Through Deposit Insurance, Hope for Homeowners, 
and Other Enhancements.’’ Testimony was heard 
from John Bovenzi, Deputy to the Chairman and 
Chief Operating Officer, FDIC; Meg Burns, Direc-
tor, Office of Single Family Program Development, 
Department of Housing and Urban Development; 
and public witnesses. 

CHILDREN’S HEALTH INSURANCE 
PROGRAM REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 
2009 
Committee on Rules: Granted, by a non-record vote, a 
rule providing for consideration of the Senate 
amendment to H.R. 2, the Children’s Health Insur-
ance Program Reauthorization Act of 2009. The rule 
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makes in order a motion offered by the chair of the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce or his designee 
that the House concur in the Senate amendment. 
The rule provides for one hour of debate equally di-
vided and controlled by the chair and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce and the chair and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and Means. 

The rule waives all points of order against the 
motion except those arising under clause 10 of rule 
XXI. The rule provides that the Senate amendment 
and the motion shall be considered as read. Testi-
mony was heard by Representatives Pallone and Bur-
gess. 

DTV DELAY ACT 
Committee on Rules: Granted, by a non-record vote, a 
closed rule. The rule provides for one hour of debate 
on S. 352, the DTV Delay Act, equally divided and 
controlled by the chair and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

The rule waives all points of order against consid-
eration of the bill except those arising under clause 
10 of rule XXI. The rule provides that the bill shall 
be considered as read. The rule waives all points of 
order against the bill. The rule provides one motion 
to commit the bill with or without instructions. 

Finally, the rule amends section 2 of H. Res. 92 
to provide that the chair of the Committee on Ap-
propriations shall insert in the Congressional Record 
no later than February 26, 2009, such material as he 
may deem explanatory of appropriations measures for 
fiscal year 2009. 

The Committee also adopted, by a non-record 
vote, its oversight plan for the 111th Congress, and 
authorized its transmission to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform and the Com-
mittee on House Administration. Testimony was 
heard by Representatives Boucher and Stearns. 

Joint Meetings 
No joint committee meetings were held. 

f 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR WEDNESDAY, 
FEBRUARY 4, 2009 

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated) 

Senate 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: to 

hold hearings to examine the United States financial reg-
ulatory system, 3 p.m., SD–538. 

House 
Committee on Agriculture, to continue hearings to review 

derivatives legislation, 10:30 a.m., 1300 Longworth. 
Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Military 

Construction, Veterans Affairs, and Related Agencies, 
hearing on Quality of Life, 10 a.m., H–143 Capitol. 

Committee on Armed Services, Subcommittee on Air and 
Land Forces and the Subcommittee on Seapower and Ex-
peditionary Forces, joint hearing on Army and Marine 
Corps force protection programs, 2:30 p.m., 2118 Ray-
burn. 

Committee on the Budget, hearing on Long-Term Sustain-
ability of Current Defense Plans, 10 a.m., 210 Cannon. 

Committee on Financial Services, to mark up the fol-
lowing: a measure to make permanent the temporary in-
crease in deposit insurance coverage; a measure to make 
improvements in the Hope for Homeowners Program; 
and a measure to provide a safe harbor for mortgage serv-
ices who engage in specified mortgage loan modifications, 
and for other purposes, 2 p.m., 2128 Rayburn. 

Subcommittee on Capital Markets, Insurance, and Gov-
ernment Sponsored Enterprises, hearing entitled ‘‘Assess-
ing the Madoff Ponzi Scheme and Regulatory Failures,’’ 
9:30 a.m., 2128 Rayburn. 

Committee on Foreign Affairs, Subcommittee on the 
Western Hemisphere, hearing on U.S. Policy Toward 
Latin America in 2009 and Beyond, 11 a.m., 2172 Ray-
burn. 

Committee on Homeland Security, to meet for organiza-
tional purposes, 10:30 a.m., 311 Cannon. 

Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee on Commer-
cial and Administrative Law, hearing on Midnight Rule-
making: Shedding Some Light, 11 a.m., 2141 Rayburn. 

Committee on Natural Resources, to meet for organiza-
tional purposes, and to consider the Committee’s Over-
sight Plan for the 111th Congress, 10 a.m., 1324 Long-
worth. 

Committee on Small Business, hearing entitled ‘‘Health 
Care Reform in a Struggling Economy: What is on the 
Horizon for Small Business?’’ 10 a.m., 2360 Rayburn. 

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, Sub-
committee on Coast Guard and Maritime Transportation, 
hearing on International Piracy on the High Seas, 2 p.m., 
2167 Rayburn. 

Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment, 
hearing on Sustainable Wastewater Management, 10 a.m., 
2167 Rayburn. 

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, to meet for organizational 
purposes; followed by a hearing on the state of the U.S. 
Department of Veterans Affairs, 10 a.m., 334 Cannon. 

Select Committee on Energy Independence and Global Warm-
ing, hearing entitled ‘‘Roadmap from Pozan to Copen-
hagen—Preconditions for Success,’’ 10 a.m., 2318 Ray-
burn. 
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Next Meeting of the SENATE 

10:30 a.m., Wednesday, February 4 

Senate Chamber 

Program for Wednesday: Senate will continue consider-
ation H.R. 1, American Recovery and Reinvestment Act. 

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

10 a.m., Wednesday, February 4 

House Chamber 

Program for Wednesday: Consideration of S. 352—The 
DTV Delay Act (Subject to a Rule) and the Senate 
Amendment to H.R. 2—The Children’s Health Insurance 
Program Reauthorization Act (Subject to a Rule). 
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